- .s¢ ellects 6o right to the hesart nf the basis on which
éSnadian companies are akle to supply gas to the export
macket: the assurance of a revenue stream on which to
finance the production and trensport of surplus gas from the
wellhead to the inte-national border. The serious implicetions

of this do not appear to have been addressed to date in the
FERC proceedings.

Because cf the potential seriousneas of the matter,
our National Energy Board has taken the unusual step of making
a formal submission to the FERC proceeding on Order 380. I anm
attaching a copy of the Board's submission and hope you will
examine carefully the concerns it raises. Moreover, as you

know, in view of the special nature of the project, the Canadian

Government has already recuested consultations on the implications

of Order 380 on the Prebufld, under article B of the Northern Gas
Pipeline Agreement. These consultations are scheduled for July 3
in Washington, D.C. As well, we understand that several Canadian
and U.S. companies have formally regquested rehearing.

We are hopeZul that Canadian concerns relating to
Order 380 will be resolved through the FERC review proceedings
and the Prebuild consultations. We believe that this should
be possible without prejudicing the objectives of the rulemaxing.
At the same time, we are seeking your assurance that we will be
given an opportunity for further high level discussions as
necessary between our two goverrmments before any final actions
are taken on this Orcer, which could adversely affect our long

term gas trade.

YRERNS LCESRLY
Alian T _iizd
A SCri o ang

Allan Gotlieb
Ambassador
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Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd.

ROBERT L. PIERCE. 5¢
CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF E1ECU NIVE OFFICED February 10, 1992

Mr. D.W. Campbell

Commissioner, Northern Pipeline Agency
lester B. Pearson Bldg.

125 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0G2

Dear Mr. Campbell:

On January 14, 1992, Mr. Michael J. Bayer, the U.S. fFederal Inspector for
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System ("ANGTS") sent President Bush
a report which essentially recommends that the United States abandon its
support for the completion of the project. Among other things, Mr. Bayer
recommends (1) the repeal of the Alaska Natural 6as Transportation.Act
{"ANGTA"), which Timits the ability of U.S. regulatory and agencies to
interfere with the construction of the ANGTS; (2) termination of long-
standing agreements with Canada relating to the project; (3) withdrawal of
a 1977 presidential decision approving the project; and (4) abolition of
the Office of the Federal Inspector.

While Foothills does not object to the abolition of the Office of the
Federal Inspector, we believe the Canadian government must strongly protest
Mr. Bayer’s other recommendations. In our opinion, there is no
Justification for the United States to repudiate its commitments to Canada
on the ANGTS, or to otherwise abandon its support for this important
bilateral project.

As you are aware, one of the important cornerstones of the ANGTS is the
1977 "Agreement Between the United States of America and Canada on .
Principles Applicable to a Northern Natural Gas Pipeline.” That agreement-
-which is still in full force and effect--was designated to provide
benefits and protections to both the United States and Canada, with respect
to the delivery of gas from both Alaska and Canada’s Mackenzie Delta.
Significantly, the agreement commits the United States and Canada to take
all measures necessary, including legislative measures, to facilitate the
cqnstruction and operation of the ANGTS.

When the Canadian government approved the "prebuilding” of the existing
Foothills system in 1980, in order to provide new Canadian gas exports to
the United States, it required additional assurances that the United States
government would remain committed to the completion of the entire project.
As a result, the U.S. Congress passed a resolution on July 1, 1980,
declaring, among other things, that completion of the ANGTS “enjoys the

2900. 801 SEVENTH AVENUE S.W CALGARY ALBERTA T2P ZN6  (403) 290-7800
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highest level of Congressional support...”™ In addition, President Carter
sent the Canadian Prime Minister a letter on July 17, 1980, stating:

"I can assure you that the U.s. Government not only
remains committed to the project; I am able to state
with confidence that the U.S. Government now is
satisfied that the entire Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation System will be completed.”

In Jlight of these commitments, both the Canadian government and Foothills
have frequently expressed their concern over the proposal of Yukon Pacific
Corporation to export large volumes of North Slope gas to the Pacific Rim.
In response, the United States has consistently asserted that its approval
of such exports was not a retreat from the bilateral commitments on the
ANGTS. For example, in his 1988 generic finding on Alaskan gas exports,
President Reagan stated: "I do not believe this finding should hinder
completion of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System ("ANGTS®").
Moreover, the Department of Energy’s 1989 decision authorizing gas exports
by Yukon Pacific stated that "DOE does not believe approval of the proposed
TAGS export to be inconsistent with the U.S. Government’s commitment to
ANGTS. ™

Similar representations have been made directly to Foothills through the
years. For example, United States Trade representative Clayton Yeutter
sent a letter to Foothills Chairman on July 31, 1987, stating:

“...I am sensitive to existing commitments which could
be adversely affected by a3 decision on ANS exports,
and the Administration is pledged to meet certain
commitments to the Government of Canada. T can assure
you we will meet our commitments fully.” (emphasis
added) .

On the basis of the United States’ commitments, which have been reaffirmed
repeatedly during the past fifteen years, Foothills has invested .
approximately $1 billion in Phase | of the project -- i.e., the "prebuild”
phase, and many million additional dollars in Phase II, including AFUDC
(allowance for funds used during construction).

These investments have been made with the understanding that the United
States would continue to honour its commitments on the ANGTS, just as
Canada has honoured its commitments. Under these circumstances, it would
be patently unfair for the United States to now abandon the project,
without regard to the impact on the project’s sponsors.

We recognize that completion of the ANGTS has been delayed as a resuylt of
the gas surplus which has characterized North American gas markets during

recent years. That is no reason, however, to destroy the important work
which has been done in both countries. The foundation of the project has
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been laid, and it should remain intact, so that Alaskan gas can move to the
Jower forty-eight states when it is needed--as surely it will be.

Your assistance on this matter is appreciated. If you have any questions,
do not hesitate to give me a call.

Yours sincerely,

R.L. Pierce
Chairman and
Chief Executive Officer

1S

1006

DOE002-1016



- NORTHWSSTALASXAN PIPELINE Company B )
L]

February 7, 1992

The Honorable George Bush
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

On January 14, 1992, Mr. Michael J. Bayer, the Federal Inspector for the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation System, Sent you a report cOptaining certain recommendations with respect o ANGTS.

On behalf of Alaskan Northwest Natural Gas Transportation Company, the general parmership
respopsible for the Alaskan segment of the ANGTS project, we reiterate our coatinued support for the
project. ANGTS represents the most economic and environmentally sound means of moving Alaskan
North Slope gas to market, and the existing legislative and regulatory framework assures that ANGTS
can be expeditiously completed when markct conditions warrant.

As sponsor of the uncompleted U.S. segment of ANGTS, we urge you to continue honoring the
assurances acd the commitments made by the government of the United States to the Canadian
government in respect to ANGTS. We believe it is important for the United States and Canada ©
maintain a cooperative working relationship in the epergy area as well as other areas of common interest.
Moreover, there is no peed to burden Congress with the extensive legislative process that would result
from a proposal to repeal ANGTA.

We centainly understand, bowever, the need for maintaining prudenmt and efficient budget
procedures within the Executive Braoch while at the same time fulfilling its oversight responsibilities
under ANGTA. If the need for such efficiency suggests elimination of OFI and transfer or consolidation
of oversight responsibility within an appropriate department of DOE then we encourage your -
consideration of appropriate legislative and executive action necessary to implement such reorganization.

We appreciate your atteotion to this matter and are available to discuss this matter with your saff
if that is desired.

Vemoo/ T. Jones
Chairman of the Board of
Parmers of Alaskan
Northwest Natural Gas
Transportation Company

cc: His Excellency
Derek H. Bumney
The Ambassador of Canada

One Williams Center « P. 0. Box 3102 « Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101
(918) 588-4592
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The Embessy of Canada precents its compliments to the

Departaent of Stat

Department's atten

-

@ and has the honour to draw To the

tion certain racommendations made to the

Pres:cent of the United Stazes by the Federal Inspector of the

Alaska Natural Gas Transgortation System in his Report on the

Censsrughlion of $h

e AlzxsX3 Gzg Transportation Svstem datad

January 14, 1992.

Among the Fecerzl Inspector's ten recommendations are

s{x that are relev

- repeal tha Ala
- eliminate tha

North Slope gas to

ant to Canada:

ska Natural Gas Transportatlon Acrt;
exclusive ANGTS route to transport Alaska

the Lower 48;

- elininate the ANGTS project sponsors' unique lega1=monopbly

status;

- withdraw the P

resident's Decision and Report, rescind

Executive Order 12142 end withdraw Recrganization Plan No. 1 of

1979;
- terninate the
- terminate the

canada.

1977 Agraerment of Principles with Canada;

1580 Frocurement Procedures Agreemant with

el /2
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The Canadian Government expects txhat the United S5tates
will continue to honour its okligations under the 1977 Agreement
of Principles and subeequent assurances gLVah to the Government
of carada with respect to the pipalina.vhny acticn giving effect
to the abova-noted raccanendations would be contrary to the

obligations of tha United Stztes and would not be acceptakle to
Canada.
The Embesay cf Canada avails itself of this opportunity

to renew to the Department of State the assurances of {tg

hichest consideration.

Washington, D.C.

14 February 1992
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March 12, 1992

Prasident Genrge Aush

rgxecutive Office of the P.eaidont
1600 Pennasylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 205C0

Dear Mr. Preeident:

On Januazy 14, 1392, tho Office of the Federal Inspector for
the Alasxa Natural Gas Transportaticnh System (ANGTS) sent you &
rapo=t which, emung utlier things, recompends abrugatlon of the
Aleska Natural Ga:c Trzancportation Act, the 1977 Pregidential and
Congresseional cdecisions approving the ANGTS, &nd the
U.S./Canadlian agrwumsnis which underpin the project. According
to an axticle vhich zppeazod {n & recent odition of Ipngidg
P.E.R.C., the White Nouse has decided to ambrzce these
recocmendations. Moco epec’fically, the article states tha:
Nicholas Callc, Assistant %o the President for Lagislative
Affaire, has sent a letter to the Chairman of the House
Subcomtittes on Energy and Power, etating that the “the president
locks forwvard o wvorking with you to rapeal LNCTS authorities in
a time framse consistent with the 7Y-33 budgetr.~

If these press rsports are correct, I strongly urge that you
reconsi{der the aczions whlch have bean proposed by -the Federal
Inspector. Wwhile completion of the ANGT8 has beon dalayed as a
result o0f current market conditione, {t is clsar that the
Anerican consumers will eventuelly nced accees to Alaskan Korth
Slope gas. It is likewice cleaxr that the ANGTS -- whi{ch has Peen
approved by both the United Statas and Canadtan governmants --
would be thgp most wconumlc and environnantally sound mwans of
pzoviding that access.

signlficantly, a repeal of the Alaska Natural Gas

Tronsportstion Act would capand the authority of the rogulatory
agencies and tha courts to delay the conpletion of the ARGTS.
Mureover, tesmination of the U.S5.-Canadian agreements would leave
the Unlted States without any obligation by Canada to permit an
overland pipeline across Canedfan 8oil to provide gccess of
Alaskaun gas when it 1s needed.  Terminazion of the U.8.-Cenadien
agreezents would 3lso leave U.S. consumers without agraed-upen

rotections on such matters as pipeline capacity, zatol, tarizis,
and taxes.
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Presldent Bush, page 1

Tirally, there is simply no reason st thls poin%t for the
Administratlon, Copgress, anc the-Canadlian goveITmment to beccme
involved in e debzte on the future of Alecskan gas. Thece are
more presslng problems, particulecly the econamy, which daserve

nur irmmediate attention.
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Qbﬁkussxﬁrbulgunnhu

501 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC

Gﬁnuhhn1g;nhassg
August 19, 1899

Mr. James J. Hoecker, Chairman
Federal Energy Regulatcry Commissiocn
888 First Street, NE

Room 11lA-1

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Chairman Eoecker,

I am vriting-with regard to the “Order Accepting and
Suspending Tariff Sheets, Subject to Refund and Hearing”™ on the
Northerr. Border Pipeline Company (Docket No. RP99~322-0000),
issued en June 30, 1999,

In this Order, the Commission states that the Alaske
‘Natural Gas Transpcrtation System (ANGTS) is “no longer viable*.
Given that the United States and Canada remain bound by the 1977
“Agreement Between the United States of America and Canada on
Principles Appliczble to a Northern Natural Gas Pipeline” and
that the Commission cannot modify action which was approved by
Congress, I suspect that it was not the Commission’s intention to
create uncertainty with regard to the ANGTS.

It would therefore be helpful if the Commission would
clarify the meaning of the phrase in question so as to alleviate i
any concern which may have occurred among interested parties. ~
\!
V-
(% C”
‘smgﬁ) T

Yours sincerely,

Wmm_

Raymond Chrécien

" ec: All FERC Cammissioners

1012

DOE002-1022



g8 FERCY 63,20 1

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: James J. Hoecker, Chairman;

Vicky A. Bailey, William L. Massey,
Linda Breathitt, and Curt Hébert, Jr.

Northemn Border Pipeiine Company )  Docket Nos. RP99-322-001
) RP96-45-000

ORDER ON CLARIFICATION AND REHEARING
AND CONSOLIDATING PROCEEDINGS

(Issued August 31, 1999)

Northemn Border Pipeline Company (Northem Border) filed tariff sheets proposing
to increase its rates by $30 million and to make other changes. In an order issued June 30,
1999, the Commission accepted and suspended the tanff sheets for the maximum five-
month penod, to be cﬁ”ccnvc December I, 1999, subject to refund, conditions, and the
outcome of a hearing. ' Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. (Foothills); Husky Gas Marketing Inc.,

ProGas U.S.A,, Inc,, and Renaissance Energy (U.S.) Inc. (collectively, Husky); Pan- Alberta .

Gas Ltd. and Pan-Alberta Gas (U.S.) Inc. (Pan-Alberta/PAGUS); Amerada Hess

Corporation (Amerada Hess); and Northern Border ask for clanfication or reheaning of
various aspects of the June 30 order.

Northem Border was onginally planned as part of the Alaskan Natural Gas
Transportation System (ANGTS), w}uch would transport gas from Alaska through Canada
and into the lower 48 states of the U.S.2 Northern Border was to be the easteri leg of the
lower-48 state portion of the system, serving Midwest markets. In the early 1980s, the
Canadian and lower-48 state portions of the system were built before the Alaskan portion,

which has still not been constructed. Northern Border has subsequently expanded its
system several times.

'87 FERC § 61,380 (1999).
?Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976, 15 U.S.C. 719 et seq.

Presidential Decision Designating Transportation System (September 22. 1977), approved
by Public Law 95-158 (November 9, 1977; 91 Stat. 1268).
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Docket No. RP99-322-001 -2

Discussion

For the reasons discussed below, the Commission grants in part and denies in part
the requests for clarification or rehearing.

A. Cost-of-service tanff

Foothills, whose subsidiaries are responsible for owning, constructing, and operating
the 2,000 mile Canadian segment of the ANGTS, filed a request for clarification, or in the
alternative, rehearing of a statement concerning ANGTS that the Commission made in the
context of its discussion of Northemn Border's tanff.

Norther Border has what is known as a cost-of-service tariff. Its rates are not based
on fully allocated costs or projected units of service during a test period, but rather on the
pipeline’ s incurred costs which are allocated to its firm services with adjustments every six
months. > As Northern Border explained, its cost-of-service tariff permits recovery of its
cost of service on an actual monthly basis as opposed to designing rates on the basis of an
historical, illustrative test year. *

In their protes's to Northern Border's filing, Husky and Pan-Alberta/PAGUS
objected to Northern Border's continued use of a cost-of-service tariff, and requested the
Commission set that issue for hearing. The June 30 order included the issue of Northem
Border's continued use of its cost-of-service tanff in the hearing established on Northem
Border's filing. The Commission observed that the onginal pipeline was 822 miles and
commenced service in Septemboer, 1982, while currently, Northern Border's pipeline

776 FERC {61,141 at 61,766 (1996). Revenues from mterrupublc transportatlon
are credited prior to the allocation of tncurred costs to firm service. : :

YLetter of Transmittal at 1, Docket No. RP99-322-000 (May 28, 1999). Thus, in
Order No. 582, the Commussion stated that "[b]ecause of the nature of cost-of-service
tariffs, Northern Border would only file under section 154.314 when changes in an
approved rate of return or services are proposed.” Therefore, instead of the schedules
required by section 154.312, Northern Border filed Statements L, M, O, and P, and other
information under section 154.314 required to support its filing. At Northern Border's
request, the Commission waived the filing requirements in waiver of seclions 154.301(a),
which concems the filing of statements and schedules described in sections 154.312;
154.303, which requires statements filed pursuant to section 154.312 to be based on a test
penod; section 154.311, which requires the updating of certain filed statements; and
sections 154.312(a) through (q), which concemn the composition of required statements.
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Docket No. RP99-322-001 -3-

xtends a total of 1,215 miles and Northern Border has plans for further expansion. The
Commission concluded there should be an investigation into the continued viability of
Northern Border's cost-of-service tanff under section 5 of the NGA "because the ANGTS
is no longer viable and Northern Border has expanded beyond its original pipeline area.”
In accordance with these findings, the Commission set the matter for hearing.

Foothills does not object to the Commission's decision to set the issue of whether
Northern Border should retain a cost-of-service tanff for hearing. However, it asks the
Commission to clanfy its statement that ANGTS is no longer viable. Foothills asserts the
Canadian segment was built in reliance on commitments and assurances given the
Canadian government by the Umtcd States President and Congress and by the Commission
regarding the ANGTS project.  Foothills asserts there is no factual evidence for the
Commission's statement concerning viability and that the Commission has previously set
this issue for hearing without making such a fndmg

The Commission grants the motion for clanification. The Commission's intent was
to indicate that the immediate conditions surrounding Northern Border's cost-cf-service
tan{T warrant review of that tanff. The Commission did not intend (o indicate that the
ANGTS project would not be fully implemented or that the Commission would not honor
its commitments to that project. The only matter at issue here i1s Northern Border's rates.
The Commission intended to find only that under current circumstances there should be an
investigation as to whether Northern Border's current cost-of-service tanff is just and
reasonable, and if not, what the just and reasonable tanfT should be. The Commission is
thus setting the cost-of-service tanfT for hearing since the cost-of-service tariffis of
pritnary importance to the determination of Northern Border's rates. Further, Foothills does
not object to setting the issue for hearing. Also, circumstances on Northern Border such as
its physcial configuration have changed over the years, and the intervenors have
spcciﬁcally protested this cost collection mechanism. Further, Foothills does not object to

setting the issue for heaning. The intervenors may explore the justness and rcasonablcncss
of the cost-of-service tanff through d:scovery and at heanng.

587 FERC at 62,412

6Agrc:mcnt on Principles Applicable to a Northem Natural Gas Pipeline
(September 20, 1977) (included in Presidential Decision Designating Transportation
System).

773 FERC { 61,399 (1995), reh'g denied, 74 FERC § 61,214 (1996).
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B. The Chicago Project costs

In this rate case, Northem Border has rolled costs of its expansion facilities known
as the Chicago Project into its system rates» The Chicago Project consists of facility
improvements to expand the capacity of the pipeline’s mainline and to extend its existing
terminus by 243 miles from Harper, lowa, to a new terminus south of Chicago, Illinois.
The Commission approved the facilities and certificated them on August 1, 1997. % The
Comumission analyzed the rate impact of rolling in the costs of the expansion facilities and
found that it was nine percent. Since the rate impact was greater than five percent, the
Commission stated that Northern Border was not entitled to a presumption of rolled-in rate
treatment. However, on analyzing the benefits to system operations in relation to the nine
percent rate impact, the Commission found that Northern Border should be permitted to
roll the expansion costs into its existing rates.

On August 1, 1997, the same day it issued the certificate for the Chicago Project, the
Commission approved a settlement between Northern Border and its customers in Docket
No RP96-45-000, Northern Border's 1ast general section 4 rate proceeding before this one.

% The settlement included provisions governing the Chicago Project costs. It contained a
"Project Cost Containment Mcchamsm (PCCM) which established a "Target Cost” for the
Chicago Project of $796.8 million "' and provided for the treatment of cost overruns and
cost savings. The ®CCM capped overruns by providing that Northem Border could include
the first $6 million of overruns in 1ts rates; could recover 50 percent of the overruns
betwcen $6 million and five percent cf the Target Cost and was precluded from recovenng
overrun costs over five percent of the Target Cost. !

®Preliminary Determination, 76 FERC § 61,141 (1996); Order Issuing Certificate,
80 FERC § 61,152 (1997).

80 FERC at 61,631-32 applying "Pricing Policy Statement for New and Existing
Facihities Constructed by Interstate Natural Gas Pipelines (Pricing Policy),” 71 FERC

61,241 (1995), order denying r=h'g, 75 FERC § 61,105 (1996). o
"%Qcder Approving Settlement as Modified, 80 FERC § 61,150 (1997).

""This figure included adjustments for inflation and scope changes, $50 million for
conﬁngcncics and $75 million for project management costs. The estimated cost of the
project in the certificate order issued August I, 1997, was $792.6 mllhon 80 FERC at
61,625,

80 FERC at 61,610.
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In the settlement order, the Commission aiso required Northern Border to file
revised cost estimates to be used as the Target Cost for the PCCM within 30 days afier
final certification of the project i order to reflect the final design changes and the routing
approved in the certificate, as well as the inflation factor to be used. !> The Commission
- gave the parties the opportunity to comment on the revised costs. The Commission stated
that the final PCCM would be based on the revised cost prejections approved by the
Commission. On September 2, 1997, Northern Border filed a revised Target Cost of
$839,579,123 '* which the Commission accepted by Letter Order on April 6, 1998. The
settlement also required Northern Border to file a final report on its costs of constructing
the Chicago Project, to be served on all the parties in the settlement docket, after the
expansion is completed.

The Chicago Project apparently was put in service in December, 1998. On
December 22, 1998, Northern Border preliminanily advised the Commission that no
adjustment 10 its rate base was wartanted due to the PCCM. Intervenors in this proceeding
state that on June 22, 1999, Northern Border made its final report describing the costof the
Chicago Project.

Several of the parties protesting or commenting on Northern Border's rate filing in
this procecding requested that issues concerning the application of the PCCM be addressed
and resolved in this proceeding, rather than the settlement docket. However, the June 30
order concluded that, since the settlement provided for the final PCCM cost report to be
filed in the settlement proceeding in Docket No. RP96-45-000, all issues pertaining to the
PCCM should be pursued in that docket when the final report was filed.

On reheaning, Husky and Pan-Alberta/PAGUS ask the Commission to clanify or
grant reheaning that the propricty of rolling in the Chicago costs is an issue in the hearing in
this case despite the Comunission's statement in the June 30 order that all issues penaining
to the PCCM mechanism to contzol those costs should be pursued in the settiement
proceeding. Amerada Hess asks the Commission to consolidate Docket No. RP96-45-000
with this docket.

While the Commission approved rolling in the costs of the Chicago Project in the
Order Issuing Certificate, the Commussion also recognized in that order that circumstances
could change when the Chicago Project was completed and put in service. Thus, the
Commission expressly recognized that parties could challenge the rolled-in pricing in

1380 FERC et 61,614-15.
PDocket No. RP96-45-005.
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Northern Border's next rate proce:ding (i.e., this one) if there were changes in
circumstances such as cost overruns resulting in a rate increase greater than the pipeline's
projected rate increase, failure to realize claimed operational benefits, or inclusion of
overrun costs in excess of the estimated costs in Northern Border's amended application. *
Consequently, the issue of rolled-in rate trzatment may be examined in the hearing in this
docket.

S

The Commission also grants Amerada Hess's request that the settlement docket,
Dockz=t No. RP96-45-000, be consolidated with this docket. The Chicago costs or a portion
of them are included in this rate filing. The amount of these costs that can be included in
the rates in thus filing is governed by the scttlement in Docket No. RP96-45-000. That
issue is also rzlevant to resolution of the issue whether rolled-in rate treatinent of the
Chicago Project is appropriate. Consequently, the resolution of the amount of Chicago
Project costs to be included in the rates in this filing, as well as whether the roll-in of those
costs is still appropriate, would be facilitated if the two dockets are considered together.
For this reason, the Commission finds Docket Nos. RP96-45-000 and RP99-322-000
should be consolidated. The Comumission also requires Northern Border to file a copy of
the document referred to above that is dzated June 22, 1999 and shows the total costs of the
Chicago Project and other matters with the Commission within ten days of the issuance of
this order. The presiding ALJ in this proceeding is to determine whether this document is
the final report under the settlement and, if it is not, to set a date for the filing of the final
report. The ALJ in this proceeding is to conduct any further proceedings appropnate to the
PCCM and the settlemeant in Docket No. RP56-45-000.

D. Deorzciation

Northern Bordes asks the Commission to clarify its statement in the June 30 order
that there is not enough information concerning its depreciation rates and it should consider
filing supplemental direct testimony to support those rates. It asserts it has made no change
to its depreciation rates sc that the burden of proof is on an opposing party to show that the
existing depreciation rates are unjust and unreasonable.

Northern Border's depreciation rates were established in the settlement in Docket
No. RP96-45-000, and there is no explanation in this docket as to how they were denved.
The Commission recently considered a similar case in Northwest Pipeline Corp., 87 FERC |
761,266 (1999). There the Commission held that the burden of proving that unchanged

1980 FERC at 61,633. The Commission algo noted that under the settlement in
Dockat No. RP96+45-000, Northern Border agreed to absorb a portion of cost overruns
pursuant to the PCCM. 80 FERC at 61,633 n.41.
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depreciation rates are just and reasonable is on the pipeline, where the pipeline proposes an
overall rate increase. . Here, as there, the pipeline had filed under Section 4 of the NGA to
increase its rates. The Commission found the pipeline's burden of supporting its proposed
rate increase includes the burden of supporting the dollar amount of each item in the cost of
service since cach item m the plpc!mc s proposed cost of service is a part of the plpclmc s
proposed rate increase.'® The Commission stated this includes unchanged cost of service
items, citing National ‘Fuc! Gas Supoly Corp, 51 FERC § 61,122 at 61,334 (1990), and
Algonauin Gas Transmission Co., 64 FERC § 61,293 at 63,029 n.16 (1993).

The Comumnission noted in Northwest that it has specifically held that it has authority
to act under Section 4 of the NGA to reduce a depreciation rate and order refunds, even
where the pipeline has not proposed a change in its depreciation rate, as long as the as-filed
depreciation 7ate is a part of a proposed overall rate increase. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co.,
25 FERC 61,020 at 61,108 (1983), reh'e denied on this issue, 26 FERC § 61,109 at
61,263-64 (1984). The Commussion observed that it had distinguished a prior decision of
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit holding that the
Commission must proceed under NGA Section S to change existing cost allocation
methods.!” The Commission found the Court did not preclude a review under Section 4 of
cost of service components integral to an overall rate increase.

The Commission also held in Northwest that its holding is consistent with the
Court's statement in Western Resources, Inc. v FERC, 9 F.3d 1568, 1579 (D.C. Cir. 19593),
that "[w]e appreciate that minor deviations from the pipeline’s proposed rate based, for
example, upon differences as to the extent of specific cost items, may be handled in a
Section 4 proceeding.” The Commission found there that the change in depreciation rate
proposed by the opponents in Northwest had a relatively minor effect on the pipeline's
overall cost of service, and so might the Commission find here.

Since the burden of proving that its depreciation rates are just and reasonable is on
- Northern Border, the pipeline must file direct testimony under 18 C.F.R. § 154.301(c) as
part of its case-in-chief if it intends to sustain that burden.

'$See also 18 C.F.R. 154.301(c) (1999).

Ypyblic Service Commission of New York v. FERC, 642 F.2d 1335 (D.C. Cir.
1980), cert._denied, 454 U.S. 879 (1981).
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The Commission orders:

(A)  The requests for clarification and rehearing are granted or denied as
discussed in the body of this order.

(B)  Docket No. RP96-45-000 is consolidated with this docket and the presiding
ALJ in this docket is to take all appropriate actions with respect to Docket No. RP96-45-
000 as discussed in the body of this order.

(C)  Northern Border is required to file a copy of the document dated June 22,
1999 descnibing the total costs of the Chicago Project and other matters within ten days of

thus order.
By the Commission.
(SEAL)

David P. Boergers,
Secretary.
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 19761
PusLic LAw 94-586, AS AMENDED.

AN ACT To expedite a decision on the delivery of Alaska natural gas to Urited
States markets, and for other purposes.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SeEcTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act of 1976”.
[15 U.S.C. 719 note]}

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS

SEC. 2. The Congress finds and declares that—

(1) a natural gas supply shortage exists in the contiguous
States of the United States;

(2) large reserves of natural gas in the State of Alaska
could help significantly to alleviate this supply shortage;

(3) tﬁe expeditious construction of a viable natural gas
transportation system for delivery of Alaska natural gas to
United States markets is in the national interest; and

(4) the determinations whether to authorize a transpor-
tation system for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the contig-
uous States and, if so, which system to select, involve ques-
tions of the utmost importance respecting national energy pol-
icy, international relations, national security, and economic
and environmental impact, and therefore should appropriately
be addressed by the Congress and the President in addition to
those Federal officers and agencies assigned functions under
law pertaining to the selection, canstruchon, and initial oper-
ation of such a system.

{15-US.C. 719}
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 3. Theerpose of this Act is to provide the means for
making a sound decision as to the selection of a transportation sys-

3Presidential Decision Designating Transportation Sydem-—On September 22, 1977, the
President submitted s decision and report to the Cangress uz(mtm( the Alaska H.\gh‘uy
Pipeline route for the Alasks nstura! gas pipeline system. The Presudent’s decision was epproved
by Public Law 95-158 (Nov. 8, 1977; 51 Stat. 1268), adopted under section 8 of the Alaska Natu-
ral Gas Transporiation Act of 1976, For the text of the President's decision and repont, see the
i 2 18 TR gt b ot Cengroe
aivers o -~ ent mitted to findings and propoeed waivers of
Isw on October 15, 1981. The President’s pro waiver was approved by Public Law 97-93
(Dec. 15, 1981; 95 Stat. 1204) pursuant to rocedures of section 8 of the Alaaks Naturu!
Ges 'I‘nmpomuoa Art of 1976. For the text nf Preaident’s decision and report, see the tent
items 1o this volume.
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Sec. 4 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 194

tem for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the contiguous States for
construction and initial operation by providing for the participation
of the President and the Copgress in the selection process, and, if
such a system is approved under this Act, to expedite its construc-
tion and initial operation by (1) limiting the jurisdiction of the
courts to review the actions of Federal officers or agencies taken
pursuant to the direction and authonty of this Act, and (2) permit-
ting the limitation of administrative procedures and effecting the
limitation of judicial procedures related to such actions. To accom-
plish this purpose it is the intent of the Congress to exercise its
constitutional powers to the fullest extent in the authorizations and
directions herein made, and particularly with respect to the limita-
tion of judicial review of actions of Federal officers or agencies
taken pursuant thereto.

{15 U.S.C. 719a)
DEFINITIONS

SEC. 4. As used in this Act:

(1) the term “Alaska natural gas” means natural gas de-
rived from the area of the State of Alaska generally known as
the North Slope of Alaska, including the Continental Shelf
thereof;

(2) the term “Commission” means the Federal Power Com-
mission; '
~ (3) the term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Inte-
rior;

(4) the term “provision of law” means any provision of a
Federal statute or rule, regulation, or order issued thereunder;
and

(5) the term “approved transportation system” means the
system for the transportation of Alaska natural gas designated
by the President pursuant to section 7(a) or 8(b) and approved
by joint resolution of the Congress pursuant to section 8.

{15 U.5.C. 719b}
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION REVIEWS AND REPORTS

SEC. 5. (aX1) Nothwithstanding any provision of the Natural
Gas Act or any other provision of law, the Commission shall sus-
pend all proceedings pending before the Commission on the date of
enactment of this Act relating to a system for the transportation
of Alaska natural gas as soon as the Commission determines to be
practicable after such date, and the Commission may refuse to act
on any application, amendment thereto, or other requests for action
under the Natural Gas Act relating to a system for the transpor-
tation of Alaska natural gas until such time as (A) a decision of the
President designating such a system for approval takes effect pur-
suant to section 8, (B) no such decision takes effect pursuant to sec-
tion 8, or (C) the President decides pot to designate such a system
for approval under section 8 and so advises the Congress pursuant
to section 7. : '

(2) In the event a decision of the President designating such
2 system takes effect pursuant to this Act, the Commission shall
forthwith vacate proceedings suspended under paragraph (1) and,

1023

DOE002-1033



195 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 Sec.$

pursuant to section 9 and in accordance with the President’s deci-
sion, issue a certificate of public convenience and necessity respect-
ing such system.

(3) In the event such a decision of the President does not take

effect pursuant to this Act or the President decides not to designate
such a system and so advises the Congress pursuant to section 7,
the suspension provided for in paragraph (1) of this subsection
shall be removed.
" (bX1) The Commission sball review all applications for the is-
suance of a certificate of public convenience and necessity relating
to the transportation of Alaska natural gas pending on the date of
epactment of this Act, and any amendments thereto which are
timely made, and after consideration of any alternative transpor-
tation system which the Commission determines to be reasonable,
submit to the President not later than May 1, 1977, a recommenda-
tion concerning the selection of such a transportation system. Such
recommendation may be in the form of a proposed certificate of
public convenience and necessity, or in such other form as the
Comrmission determines to be appropriate, or may recommend that
no decision respecting the selection of such a transportation system
be made at this time or pursuant to this Act. Any recommendation
that the President approve a particular transportation system shall
(A) include a description of the nature and route of the system, (B)
designate a person to construct and operate the system, which per-
son shall be the applicant, if any, wg'n.ich filed for a certificate of
public convenience and necessity to construct and operate such sys-
tem, (C) if such recommendation is for an all-land pipeline trans-
portation system, or a transportation system involving water trans-
portation, include provision for new facilities to the extent nec-
essary to assure direct pipeline delivery of Alaska natural gas con-
temporaneously to points both east and west of the Rocky Moun-
tains in the lJower continental United States.

(2) The Commission may, by rule, provide for the presentation
of data, views, and arguments before the Commission or a delegate
of the Commission pursuant to such procedures as the Commission
determines to be appropriate to carry out its responsibilities under
paragraph (1) of this subsection. Such a2 rule shall, to the extent
determined by the Commission, apply, notwithstanding any provi-
sion of law that would otherwise have applied to the presentation
of data, views, and arguments.

(3) The Commission may request such information and assist-
ance from any Federal agency as the Commission determines to be
necessary or appropniate to carry out its responsibilities under this
Act. Any Federal agency requested to submit information or pro-
vide assistance shall submit such information to the Commission at
the earliest practicable time after receipt of a Commission request.

(¢) The Commission shall accompany any recommendation
under subsection (b)1) with a report, which shall be available to
the public, explaining the basis for such recommendation and in-
cluding for each transportation system reviewed or considered a
discussion of the following:

(1) for each year of the 20-year period which begins with
the ﬁrst&'ear following the date of enactment of this Act, the
estimated—

DOED02-1034
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Sec. 5 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 ~ 196

(A) volumes of Alaska patural gas which would be
available to each region of the United States directly, or
indirectly by displacement or otherwise, and

(B) transportation costs and delivered prices of any
such volumes of by region;

(2) the effects of each of the factors described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) on the'ﬁrojected natural
gas supply-and demand for each region of the United States
and on the projected supplies of alternative fuels available by
region to oﬂget shortages of natural gas occurring in such re-
gion for each such year;

(3) the impact upon competition;

(4) the extent to which the system provides a means for
the transportation to United States markets of natural re-
sources or other commodities from sources in addition to the
Prudhoe Bay Reserve;

(5) environmental impacts;

(6) safety and efficiency in design and operation and poten-
tial for interruption in delivenies of Alaska natural lgas;

(7) construction schedules and possibilities for delay in
such schedules or for delay occurring as a result of other fac-
tors;

(8) feasibility of financing; i

(9) extent of reserves, both proven and probable and their
deliverability by year for each year of the 20-year period which
begins with the first year following the date of enactment of
this Act; :

(10) the estimate of the total delivered cost to users of the
natural gas to be transported by the system by year for each
year of the 20-year period which begins with the first year fol-
lowing the date of enactment of this Act; :

(11) capability and cost of expanding the system to trans-
port additional the risk of cost overruns; and

(12) an estimate of the capital and operating costs, includ-
ing an analysis of the reliability of such estimates and the nisk
of cost overruns; and

(13) such other factors as the Commission determines to be
appropnate.

(d) The recommendation by the Commission pursuant to this
section shall not be based upon the fact that the Government of
Canada or agencies thereof have not, by then rendered a decision
as to authorization of a pipeline system to transport Alaska natural
gas through Canada.

(e) If the Commission recommends the approval of a particular
transportation system, it shall submit to the President with such
recommendation (1) an identification of those facilities and oper-
ations which are proposed to be encompassed within the term “con-
struction and initial operation” in order to define the scope of direc-
tions contained in section 9 of this Act and (2) the terms and condi-
tions permitted under the Natural Gas Act, which the Commission
determines to bhe ap riate for inclusion 1n a certificate of public
convenience and necessity to be issued respecting such system. The
commission shall submit to the President contemporaneously with
its report an environmental impact statement prepared respecting
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197 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 Sec. 6

the recommended system, if any, and each environmental impact
statement which may have been prepared respecting any other sys-
tem reported on under this section.

{15 US.C. 7119c)
OTHER REPORTS

SEC. 6. (a) Not later than July 1, 1977, any Federal officer or
agency may submit written comments to the President with respect
to the recommendation and report of the Commission and alter-
native methods for transportation of Alaska natural gas for deliv-
ery to the contiguous States. Such comments shall be made avail-
able to the public by the President when submitted to him, unless
expressly exempted from this requirement in whole or in part by
the President, under section 552(b)(1) of title 5, United States
Code. Any such written comment shall include information within
the competence of such Federal officer or agency with respect to—

(1) environmental considerations, including air and water
quality and noise impacts; :

(2) the safety of the transportation systems;

(3) international relations, including the status and time
schedule for any necessary Canadian approvals and plans;

(4) national security, particularly security of supply;

(5) sources of financing for capital costs;

(6) the impact upon competition;

(7) impact on the national economy, including regional nat-
ural gas requirements; and

(8) relationship of the proposed transportation system to
other aspects of national energy policy.

(b) Not later than July 1, 1977, the Governor of any State, any
municipality, State utility commission, and any other interested
person may submit to the President such written comments with
respect to the recommendation and report of the Commission and
alternative systems for delivering Alaska natural gas to the contig-
uous States as they determine to be appropriate.

(c) Not later than July 1, 1977, each Federal officer or agency

shall report to the President with respect to actions to be taken by -

such officer or agency under section 9(a) relative to each transpor-
tation system reported on by the Commission under section 5(c)

and shall include such officer’s or agency’s recommendations with

respect to any provision of law to be waived pursuant to section

8(g) in conjuction with any decision of the President which des-

ignates a system for approval.

(d) Following receipt by the President of the Commission’s rec-
ommendations, the Council on Environmental Quality shall afford
interested persons an opportunity to present oral and written data,
views, and arguments respecting the environmental impact state-
ments submitted by the Commission under section 5(e). Not later
than July 1, 1977, the Council on Environmental Quality shall sub-
mit to the President a report, which shall be contemporaneously
made available by the Council to the public, summarizing any data,
views, and arguments received ancf setting forth the Council’s
views concerning the legal and factual sufficiency of each such en-
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Sec.7 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 198

vironmental impact statement and other matters related to enwi-
ronmental impact as the Council considers to be relevant.

{15 U.S.C. 719d]
PRESIDENTIAL DECISION AND REPORT

SEC. 7. (a)(1) As soon as practicable after July 1, 1977, but not
later than September 1, 1977, the President shall issue a decision
as to whether a transportation system for delivery of Alaska natu-
ral gas should be approved under this Act. If he determines such
a system should be so approved, his decision shall designate such
a system for approval pursuant to section 8 and shall be consistent
with section 5(bX1XC) to assure delivery of Alaska natural gas to
points bcth east and west of the Rocky Mountains in the continen-
tal United States. The President in making his decision shall take
into consideration the Commission's recommendation pursuant to
section 5, the report under section 5(c), and any comments submit-
ted under section 6; and his decision to designate a system for ap-
proval shall be based on his determination as to which system, if
any, best serves the national interest.

(2) The President, for a period of up to 90 additional calendar
days after September 1, 1977, may delay the issuance of his deci-
sion and transmittal thereof to the House of Representatives and
the Senate, if he determines (A) that there exists no environmental
impact statement prepared relative to a system he wishes to con-
sider or that any prepared environmental impact statement rel-
ative to a system he wishes to consider is legally or factually insuf-

" ficient, or (B) that the additional time is otherwise necessary to en-

able him to make a sound decision on an Alagka natural gas trans-
portation system. The President shall promptly, but in no case any
later that September 1, 1977, notify tge House of Representatives
and the Senate if he so delays his decision and submit a full expla-
nation of the basis of any such delay.

(3) If, on or before May 1, 1977, the President determines to
delay issuance and transmittal of his decision to the House of Re
resentatives and the Senate pursuant to paragraph (2) of this sug:
section, he may authorize a gelay of not more than 90 days in the
date of taking of any action cified in sections 5 and 6. The Presi-
dent shall promptly notify igz House of Representstives and the
Senate of any such authorization of delay and submit a full expla-
nation of the basis of any such authorization.

(4) If the President determines to designate for approval a
transportation system for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the con-
tiguous States, he shall in such decision—

(A) describe the nature and route of the system designated
for approval; :

B) designate a person to construct and operate such a sys-
tem, which person shall be the applicant, if any, which filed for
a certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct
and operate such system;

(C) identify those facilities, the construction of which, and
those operations, the conduct of which, shall be encompassed
within the term “construction and initial operation” for pur-
poses of defining the scope of the directions contained in sec-
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199 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 Sec. 8

tion 9 of this Act, taking into consideration any recommenda-
tion of the Commission with respect thereto; and

(D) identify those provisions of law, relating to any deter-
mination of a Federal officer or agency as to whether a certifi-
cate, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other authorization shall be

issued or be granted, which provisions the President finds (i)

involve determinations which are subsumed in his decision and

(ii) require waiver pursuant to section 8(g) in order to permit

the expeditious construction and initial operation of the trans-

portation system.

(6)* If the President determines to designate for approval a
transportation system for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the con-
tiguous States, he may identify in such decision such terms and
conditions permissible under existing law as he determines appro-
priate for inclusion with respect to any issuance or authorization
directed to be made pursuant to section 9.

(b) The decision of the President made pursuant to subsection
(a) of this section shall be transmitted to both Houses of Congress
and shall be considered received by such Houses for the purposes
of this section on the first day on which both are in session occur-
ring after such decision is transmitted. Such decision shall be ac-
companied by a report explaining in detail the basis for his decision
with specific reference to the factors set forth in sections 5(c) and
6(a), and the reasons for any revision, modification of, or substi-
tution for, the Commission recommendation. '

(c) The report of the President pursuant to subsection (b) of
this section shall contain a financial analysis for the transportation
system designated for approval. Unless the President finds and
states in his report submitted pursuant to this section that he rea-
sonably anticipates that the system designated by him can be pri-
vately financed, constructed, and operated, his report shall also be
accompanied by his recommendation concerning the use of existing
Federal financing authority or the need for new Federal financing
authority.

(d) In making his decision under subsection (a) the President
shall inform himself, through appropriate consultation, of the views
and objectives of the States, the Government of Canads, and other
governments with respect to those aspects of such a decision that
may involve intergovernmental and international cooperation
among the Government of the United States, the Staies, the Gov-
ernment of Canada, and any other government.

(e) If the President determines to designate a transportation
system for approval, the decision of the President shall take effect
as provided in section 8, except that the approval of a decision of
the President shall not be construed as amending or otherwise af-
fecting the laws of the United States so as to grant any new financ-
ing authority as may have been identified by the President pursu-
ant to subsection (c).

{15 U.S.C. 719¢}

! Paragreph (5) bas been repealed.
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CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW

SEC. 8. (a) Any decision under section 7(a) or 8(b) designating
for approval a transportation system for the delivery of Alaska nat-
ural gas shall take effect upon enactment of a joint resolution with-
in the first period of 60 calendar days of continuous session of Con-
gress beginning on the date after the date of receipt by the Senate
and House of Representatives of a decision transmitted pursuant to
section 7(b) or subsection (b) of this section.

(b) If the Congress does not enact such a joint resolution with-
in such 60-day period, the President, not later than the end of the
30th day following the expiration of the 60-day period, may propose
a new decision and shall provide a detailed statement concerning
the reasons for such proposal. The new decision shall be submitted
in accordance with section 7(a) and transmitted to the House of
Representatives and the Senate on the same day while both are in
session and shall take effect pursuant to subsection (a) of this sec-
tion. In the event that a resolution respecting the President’s deci-
sion was defeated by vote of either House, no new decision may be
transmitted pursuant to this subsection unless such decision differs
in a material respect from the previous decision.

(c) For purposes of this section—

(1) continuity of session of Congress is broken only by an
adjournment sine die; and :

(2) the days on which either House is not in session be-
cause of and adjournment of more than 3 days to a day certain
are excluded in the computation of the 60-day calendar period.
(d)(1) This subsection is enacted by Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of each House
of Congress, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of
the rules of each House, respectively, but applicable onﬁ' with
respect to the procedure to be followed in that House in the
case of resolutions described by paragraph (2) of this sub-
section; and it supersedes other rules only to the extent that
it 1s’ inconsistent therewith; and

(B) with full recognition of the constitutional right of ei-
ther House to change the rules (so far as those rules relate to
the procedure of that House) at any time, in the same manner
zli_lnd to the same extent as in the case of any other rule of such

ouse.

. (2) For purposes of this Act, the term “resolution” means (A)
a joint resolutiop, the resolving clause of which is as follows: “That
the House of Representatives and Senate approve the Presidential
decision on an Alaska natural gas transportation system submitted
to the Congress on ———, 19 | and find that any environmental
impact statements pre ared relative to such system and submitted
with the President’s decision are in compliance with the Natural
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.”; the blank space therein shall
be filled with the date on which the President submits his decision
to the House of Representatives and the Senate; or (B) a joint reso-
lution described in subsection (g). :

_(3) A resolution once introduced with respect to & Presidential
decision on an Alaska natural gas transportation system shall be
referred to one or more committees (and all resolutions with re-
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201 ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1976 - Sec. 8

spect to the same Presidential decision on an Alaska natural gas
transportation system shall be referred to the same committee or
committees) by the President of the Senate or the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, as the case may be.

(4XA) If any committee to which a resolution with respect to
a Presidential decision on an Alaska natural gas transportation
system has been referred has not reported it at the end of 30 cal-
endar days after its referral, it shall be in order to move either to
~ discharge such committee from further consideration of such reso-

lution or to discharge such committee from consideration of any
other resolution with respect to such Presidential decision on an
Alaska natural gas transportation system which has been referred
to such committee. :

(B) A motion to discharge may be made only by an individual
favoring the resolution, shall be highly privileged (except that it
may not be made after the committee has reported a resolution
with respect to the same Presidential decision on an Alaska natu-
ral gas transportation system), and debate thereon shall be limited
to not more than 1 hour, to be divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the mo-
tion shall not be in order, and it shall not be in order to move to
reconsider the vote by which the motion was agreed to or disagreed
to.

(C) If the motion to discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, the
motion may not be made with respect to any other resolution with
respect to the same Presidential decision on an Alaska natural gas
transportation system.

(5XA) When any committee has reported, or has been di\sv
charged from further consideration of, a resolution, but in no case \
earlier than 30 days after the date of receipt of the President’s de-
cision to the Congress, it shall be at any time thereafter in order
{even though a previous motion to the same effect has been dis-
agreed to) to move to proceed to the consideration of the resolution.
The motion shall be highly privileged and shall not be debatable.
An amendment to the motion shall pot be in order, and it shall not -
be in order to move to reconsider the vote by which the motion was
- agreed to or disagreed to.

(B) Debate on the resolution described in subsection (d)(2)(A)
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours and on any resolution
described in subsection (g) to one hour. This time shall be divided
equally between those favoring and those opposing such resolution.
A motion further to limit debate shall not be debatable. An amend-
ment to, or motion to recommit the resolution shall not be in order,
and it shall not be in order to move to reconsider the vote by which
such resolution was agreed to or disagreed to or, thereafter within
such 60-day period, to consider any other resolution respecting the
same Presidential decision.

(6XA) Motions to postpone, made with respect to the discharge
from committee, or the consideration of a resolution and motions
to proceed to the consideration of other business, shall be decided
without debate.

(B) Appeals from the decision of the Chair relating to the ap-
plication of the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives,
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as the case may be, to the procedures relating to a resolution shall
be decided without debate.

(e) The President shall find that any required environmental
impact statement relative to the Alaska natural gas transportation
system designated for approval by the President has been prepared
and that such statement is in compliance with the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969. Such finding shall be set forth in the
report of the President submitted under section 7. The President
may supplement or modify the environmental impact statements
prepared by the Commission or other Federal officers or agencies.
Any such environmental impact statement shall be submitted con-
temporaneously with the transmittal to the Senate and House of
Representatives of the President'’s decision pursuant to section 7(b)
or subsection (b) of this section.

() Within 20 days of the transmittal of the President’s decision
to the Congress under section 7(b) or under subsection (b) of this
section, (1) the Commission shall submit to the Congress a report
commenting on the decision and including any information with re-
gard to that decision which the Commission considers appropriate,
and (2) the Council on Environmental Quality shall provide an op-
portunity to any interested person to present oral and written data,
views, and arguments on any environmental impact statement sub-
mitted by the President relative to any system designated by him
for approval which is different from any system reported on by the
Commission under section 5(c), and shall submit to the Congress
a report summarizing any such views received. The committees in
each House of Congress to which a resolution has been referred -
under subsection (dX3) shall conduct hearings on the Council’s re-
port and include in any report of the committee respecting such
resolution the findings of the committee on the legal and ?actua]
sufficiency of any environmental impact statement submitted by
the Plresident relative to any system designated by him for ap-
proval.

(g)(1) At any time after a decision designating a transportation
system is submitted to the Congress pursuant to this section, if the
President finds that any provision of law applicable to actions to
be taken under subsection (a) or (c) of section 9 require waiver in
order to permit expeditious construction and initial operation of the
approved transportation system, the President may submit such
proposed waiver to both Houses of Congress.

(2) Such provision shall be waived with respect to actions to be
taken under subsection (a) or (c) of section 9 upon enactment of a
joint resolution pursuant to the procedures specified in subsections
(¢) and (d) of this section (other than subsection (dX2) thereof)
within the first period of 60 calendar days of continuous session of
Congress beginning on the date after the date of receipt by the
Senate and House of Representatives of such proposal.

_ (3) The resolving cﬁmse of the joint resolution referred to in
this subsection is as follows: “That the House of Representatives
and Senate approve the waiver of the provision of law ( ) as
proposed by the President, submitted to the Congress on , 18
" The first blank space therein being filled with the citation to-the.
provision of law and the second blank space therein being filled
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with the date on which the President submits his decision to the
House of Representatives and the Senate.

(4) In the case of action with respect to a joint resolution de-
scribed in this subsection, the phrase “a waiver of a provision of
law” shall be substituted in subsection (d) for the phrase “the Alas-
ka natural gas transportation system.”.

[15 US.C. 7190 '

AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. 9. (a) To the extent that the taking of any action which
is necessary or related to the construction and initial operation of
the approved transportation system requires a certificate, right-of-
way, permit, lease, or other authorization to be issued or granted
by a Federal officer or agency, such Federal officer or agency
shall—

(1) to the fullest extent permitted by the provisions of law
administered by such officer or agency, but

(2) without regard to any provision of law which is waived
pursuant to section 8(g) issue or grant such certificates, per-
mits, rights-of-way, leases, and other authorizations at the ear-
liest practicable date.

(b) All actions of a Federal officer or agency with respect to
consideration of applications or requests for the issuance or grant
of a certificate, right-of-way, permit, lease, or other authorization
to which subsection (a) applies shall be expedited and any such ap-
plication or request shall take precedence over any similar applica-\
tions or requests of the Federal officer or agency. .

(c) Any certificate, right-of-way, permit, lease, or other author-
ization issued or granted pursuant to the direction under sub-
section (a) shall include the terms and conditions required by law
unless waijved pursuant to a resolution under section 8(g), and may
include terms and conditions permitted by law, except that with re-
spect to terms and conditions permitted but not required, the Fed-
eral officer or agency, notwithstanding any such other provision of
law, shall have no authority to include terms and conditions as
would compel a change in the basic nature and general route of the
approved transportation system or those the inclusion of which
would otherwise prevent or impair in any significant respect the
expeditious construction and initial operation of such transpor-
tation system.

(d) Any Federal officer or agency, with respect to any certifi-
cate, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other authorization issued or
granted by such officer or agency, may, to the extent permitted
under laws administered by such officer or agency add to, amend
or sbrogate any term or condition included in such certificate, per-
mit, right-of-way, lease, or other authorization except that with re-
spect to any such action which is permitted but not required by
law, such Federal officer or agency, notwithstanding any such other
provision of law, shall have no authority to take such action if the
terms and conditions to be added, or as amended, would compel a
change in the basic nature and general route of the approved trans-
portation system or would otherwise prevent or impair in any sig-
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nificant respect the expeditious construction and initial operation
of such transportation system. .

(e) Any Federal officer or agency to which subsection (a) ap-
plies, to the extent permitted under laws administered by such offi-
cer or agency, shall include in any certificate, permit, right-of-way,
lease, or authorization issued or granted those terms and condi-
tions identified in the President’s decision as aggropriate for inclu-
sion except that the requirement to include such terms and condi-
tions shall not limit the Federal officer or agency’s authority under
subsection (d) of this section.

[15 US.C. 719g)
JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 10. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
actions of Federal officers or agencies taken pursuant to section 9
of this Act, shall not be subject to judicial review except as pro-
vided in this section.

(bX1) Claims alleging the invalidity of this Act may be brought
not later than the 60th §ay following the date a decision takes ef-
fect pursuant to section 8 of this Act.

(2) Claims alleging that an action will deny rights under the
Constitution of the United States, or that an action is in excess of
statutory jurisdiction, authority, or limitations, or short of statu-
tory right may be brought not later than the 60th day following the
date of such action, except that if a party shows that he did not
know of the action complained of, and a reasonable person acting
in the circumstances would not have known, he may bring a claim
alleging the invalidity of such action on the grounds stated above
not later than the 60th day following the date of his acquiring ac-
tual or constructive knowledge of:u:ﬁ action.

(c)(1) A claim under subsection (b) shall be barred unless a
complaint is filed prior to the expiration of such time limits in the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia acting
as a Special Court. Such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to
determine such proceeding in accordance with the procedures here-
inafter provided, and no other court of the United States, of any
State, territory, or possession of the United States, or of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, shall have jurisdiction of any such claim in any
proceeding instituted prior to or on or after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(2) Any su
pleted at the
practicable,

red to satisfy re
~ (3) The enactment of a joint resolution under section 8 approv-
ing the decision of the President shall be conclusive as to the legal
and factual sufficiency of the environmental impact statements
submitted by the President relative to the approved transportation
system and no court shall have jurisdiction to consider questions
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respecting the sufficiency of such statements under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

{15 U.S.C. 719h]
SUPPLEMENTAL ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY

SEC. 11. (a) In addition to remedies available under other ap-
plicable provisions of law, whenever any Federal officer or agency
determines that any person is in violation of any applicable prowva-
sion of law administered or enforceable by such o%cer or agency
or any rule, regulation, or order under such provision, including
any term or condition of any certificate, nght-of-way, permit, lease
or other authorization, issued or granted by such officer or agency,
such officer or agency may—

(1) issue a compliance order requiring such person to com-
ply with such provision or any rule, regufaﬁon, or order there-
under, or

(2) bring a civil action in accordance with subsection (c).

(b) Any order issued under subsection (a) shall state with rea-
sonable specificity the nature of the violation and a time or compli-
ance not to exceed 30 days, which the officer or agency, as the case
may be, determines is reasonable, taking into account the serious-
ness of the violation and any good faith efforts to comply with ap-
plicable requirements.

(c) Upon a request of such officer or agency, as the case may
“be, the Attomeyeaenera! may commence a cival action for appro-
pnate relief, including a permanent or temporary injunction or a
cawvl Fenalty not to exceed $25,000 per day for violations of the
compliance order issued under subsection (a). Any action under this
subsection may be brought in any district court of the United
States for the district in which the defendant is located, resides, or
is doing business, and such court shall have jurisdiction to restrain
such violation, require compliance, or impose such penalty or give
ancillary relief. -

(15 U.S.C. 719i)

EXPORT LIMITATIONS

SEC. 12. Any exports of Alaska natural gas shall be subject to
the requirements of the Natural Gas Act and section 103 of the En-
ergy Policy and Conservation Act, except that in addition to the re-
quirements of such Acts, before any Alaska natural gas in excess
of 1,000 Mcf per day may be exported to any nation other than
Canada or Mexico, the President must make and publish an ex-
press finding that such exports will not diminish the total quantity
or quality nor increase the total price of energy available to the
United States.

(15 U.S.C. 719§ ‘
" EQUAL ACCESS TO FACILITIES

SEc. 13. (a) There shall be included in the terms of any certifi-
cate, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other authorization issued or
granted pursuant to the directions contained in section 9 of this
Act, a provision that no person seeking to transport natural gas in
the Alaska natural gas transportation system ghall be prevented
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from doing so or be discriminated against in the terms and condi-
tions of service on the basis of degree of ownership, or lack thereof,
of the Alaska natural gas transportation system.

(b) The State of Alaska is authorized to ship its royalty gas on
the approved transportation system for use within Alaska and, to
the extent its contracts for the sale of royalty gas so provide, to
withdraw such gas from the interstate market for use within Alas-
ka; the Federal Power Commission shall issue all authorizations
necesssary to effectuate such shiFment and withdrawal subject to
review by the Commission only of the justness and reasonableness
of the rate charged for such transportation.

{15 U.S.C. 719k}
ANTITRUST LAWS

SEC. 14. Nothing in this Act, and no action taken hereunder,
shall imply or effect an amendment to, or exemption from, any pro-
vision of the antitrust Jaws.

(15 U.S.C. 7191

AUTHORIZATION

SEC. 15. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated begin-
ning in fiscal year 1978 and each fiscal year thereafter, such sums
as may be necessary to carry out the functions of the Federal in-
spector appointed by the President with the advice and consent of
the Senate under section 7. \

115 U.S.C. 719w} . \
SEPARABILITY

Sec. 16. If any provision of this Act, or the application thereof,
is held invalid, the remainder of this Act s not be affected
thereby.

{15 US.C. 7190)

CIVIL RIGHTS _

SEC. 17. All Federal officers and agencies shall take such af-
firmative action as is necessary to assure that no person shall, on
the grounds of race, creed, color, national origin, or sex, be ex-
cluded from receiving, or participating in any activity conducted
under, any certificates, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other author-
ization granted or jssued pursuant to this Act. The appropriate
Federal officers and agencies shall promulgate such rules as are
necessary to carry out the purposes of thig section and may enforce
this section, and any rules promulgated under this section through
agency and department provisions and rules which shall be similar
to those established and in effect under title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964.

[1SUS.C. 7190}

REPORT ON THE EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF NORTH SLOPE CRUDE OIL

SEC. 18. Within 6 months of the date of enactment of this Act,
the President shall determine what special expediting procedures
are necessary to insure the equitable allocation of north slope crude
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oil to the Northern Tier States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Mon-
tana, North Dakota, Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indi-
ana, and Ohio (hereinafter referred to as the “Northern Tier
States”) to carry out the provisions of section 410 of Public Law 93—
153 and shall report his findings to the Congress. In his report, the
President shall identify the specific provisions of law, which relate
to any determination of a Federal officer or agency as to whether
to issue or grant a certificate, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other
authorization in connection with the construction of an o1l delivery
system serving the Northern Tier States and which the President
finds would inhibit the expeditious construction of such a system
in the contiguous States of the United States. In addition the Presi-
dent will include in his report a statement which demonstrates the
impact that the delivery system will have on reducing the depend-
ency of New England and the Middle Atlantic States on foreign oil
imports. Furthermore, all Federal officers and agencies shall, prior
to the submission of such report and further congressional action
relating thereto, expedite to the fullest practicable extent all appli-
cations and requests for action made with respect to such an oil de-
livery system.

[43 U.S.C. 1651 note)

ANTITRUST STUDY

SEC. 19. The Attorney General of the United States is author-
ized and directed to conduct a thorough study of the antitrust is-
sues and problems relating to the production and transportation of
Alaska natural gas and, pot later than six months following the
date of enactment of this Act, to complete such study and submit
to the Congress a report containing his findings and recommenda-
tions with respect thereto.

(15 U.S.C. 719 note]}
EXPIRATION

SEC. 20. This Act shall terminate in the event that no decision
of the President takes effect under section 8 of this Act, such termi-
nation to occur at the end of the last day on which a decision could
be, but is not, approved under such section. '

[15 U.S.C. 719 pote}
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM:
PRESIDENTIAL DECISION

Presidential Decision Designating Transportation Sys-
tem.—On September 22, 1977, the President submitted a decision
and report to the Congr&s dwgnatmg the Alaska Highway Pipe-
line route for the Alaska natural gas pipeline system. The Presi-
dent’s decision was roved by Public Law 95-158 (Nov. 8, 1977;
91 Stat. 1268), adoptes under section 8 of the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act of 1976.

209

1037

DOEQ0D2-1047



To the Congress of the United States:

Natural gas has become the Nation’s scarcest and most desired
fuel. It is in our interest to bring the reserves in Alaska to market
at the lowest possible price. Consequently, I am today sending the
Congress my decision and report on an Alaska Natural Gas Trans-
portation System.

The selection of the Alcan project was made after an exhaus-
tive review required by the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act
of 1976. determined that the Alcan Pipeline System will deliver
more natural gas at less cost to a greater number of Americans
than any other proposed transportation system.

The Alcan posal, taken together with the recently signed
Agreement on Prindples with Canada, demonstrates that our two
countries working together can transport more energy more effi-
ciently than either of us could transport alone.

Unnecessary delay would greatly increase the total cost of the
pipeline system. I urge the Congress to act expeditiously to approve
this important project.

JIMMY CARTER.

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 22, 1977. e
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OVERVIEW

In the winter of 1967-68 a wildcat rig drilling Prudhoe Bay
State Well No. 1 struck a formation that, when later delineated,
proved to be the largest petroleum reserve on the North American
continent. The Prudhoe Bay field contains over 20 trillion cubic feet
of saleable natural gas and more than 9 billion barrels of recover-
able oil. This gas represents approximately 10 percent of the
known gas reserves in the United States.

In 1969, the State of Alaska held a lease sale and received al-
most $1 billion in lease bonuses. Shortly thereafter, the three
major leaseholders in the Prudhoe Bay Oil Pool announced their in-
tention to build an oil pipeline through Alaska from Prudhoe Bay
to a site on the Gulf of Alaska. After an initial flurry of activity,
the Trans-Alaskan Pipe Line System (TAPS) became entangled in
legal disputes until November of 1973, when the Congress and
President approved the plan and provided for expedited procedures.
Construction was started immediately thereafter and the first flow
of oil threugh the pipeline commenced on June 20, 1977.

Another set of studies began in 1969 which eventually resulted
in applications to the Federal Power Commission (FPC) in the U.S.
and the National Energy Board (NEB) in Canada for a certificate
to construct a pipeline to move Alaskan and Mackenzie Delta gas
to United States and Canadian markets, respectively, by Arctic Gas
(Alaskan Arctic Gas Pipeline Company and Canadian Arctic Gas
Pipeline Limited) in March 1974.

In September 1974, El Paso Alaska Company filed an applica-
tion to transport Prudhoe Bay gas by a pipeline adjacent to TAPS
to the Gulf of Alaska, liquefy it, and ship it to California by LNG
tanker. There the LNG would be regasified and provided to its pur-
chasers either directly or by displacement through existing pipeline
facilities.

Under the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Act, Congress had authorized
and requested the President to determine the willingness of the
Government of Canada to authorize a natural gas pipeline for Alas-
ka gas across Canada and whether intergovernmental agreements
would be needed to achieve that end. After discussions, the Govern-
ment of Canada indicated they were prepared to consider an agree-
ment of general applicability as opposed to an agreement on a spe-
cific pipeline. Negotiations on a Transit Pipeline Treaty were un-
dertaken, and a treaty was finally signed on January 28, 1977, and
entered into force on September 19, 1977. It will govern all existing
and future transit pipelines in the two countries for thirty-five
years. ’

On April 7, 1975, a proceeding before FPC Administrative Law
Judge Nahum Litt was initiated and over 45,000 pages of testi-
mony and more than 1,000 supporting exhibits were compiled be-
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fore it was concluded. Similar hearings were held by the NEB in
Canada.

On July 9, 1976, Alcan Pipeline Company and Northwest Pipe-
line Company (Alcan) filed the third application with the FPC for
a certificate to transport Alaskan gas. The Alcan plan, as modified
in March 1977, calls for a pipeline following existing utility cor-
ridors from Prudhoe Bay through Canada to the U.S. markets.

Recognizing the shortages of natural gas, the large reserves of
patural gas in Alaska, the benpefits resulting from the expeditious
construction of a transportation system for that gas, and the poten-
tials for delay inherent in the normal regulatory approach to a
project of this magnitude, on October 22, 1976, Congress passed the
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976 (ANGTA). De-
signed to draw upan all relevant governmental, public and private
expertise in reaching a Presidential and Congressional decision on
construction of the best possible Alaska natural gas transportation
system, if any, the statute established a unique process for reach-
ing an expedited decision.

This Decision and Report on an Alaska Natural Gas Transpor-
tation Systern meets the statutory decision-malong requirements of
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act and represents the cul-
mination of the Executive Branch function in the process estab-
lished by the Bill.

The Act's Statement of Purpose clearly sets out the Congres-
sional objectives:

“SEC. 3. The purpose of this Act is to provide the means for
making a sound decision as to the selection of a transportation sys-
tem for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the contiguous States for
construction and initial operation by providing for the participation
of the President and the Congress in the selection process, and, if
such a system is approved under this Act, to expedite its construc-
tion and initial operation by (1) limiting the jurisdiction of the
courts to review the actions of Federal officers or agencies taken
pursuant to the direction and authority of this Act, and (2) permit-
ting the limitation of administrative procedures and effecting the
limitation of judicial procedures related to such actions. To accom-
plish this purpose it is the intent of the Congress to exercise its
Constitutional powers to the fullest extent in the authorizations
and directions herein made, and particularly with respect to the
limitation of judicial review of actions of Federal officers or agen-
cies taken pursuant thereto.”

Shortly after the passage of ANGTA, Judge Litt concluded the
FPC hearing and on February 1, 1977 issued the Initial Decision
favoring the Arctic proposal. According to the provisions in the Act,
on May 2, 1977, the FPC made its Recommendation to the Presi-
dent in which it recommended an overland route through Canada
but divided 2-2 on the choice between Alcan and Arctic Gas.

As required in the Act, comments on the Recommendation of
the FPC were made to the President on July 1, 1977, by ten inter-
a%en_cy task forces and a wide spectrum of non-Federal government
officials and other interested persons. While generally supportive of
the FPC. Recommendation, they raised important questions regard-
ing virtually every major element of the Recommendation.
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On July 4, 1977, Canada’s NEB made its decision regarding an
overland pipeline system through Canada. It found the Arctic Gas
proposal “environmentally unacceptable” and stated it was pre-
pared to certify Alcan conditioned upon several modifications of the
Alcan system recommended by the FPC. Within a few weeks, an
interagency group of U.S. negotiators began meeting with Cana-
dian officials to explore the boundaries of the Canadian option to
enable the President to make an informed decision under the Act.

On September 1, the President announced a deferral in trans-
mitting the decsion to the Ccrrress to complete negotiations with
the Canadians. After intensi- - -egotiations, President Carter and
Prime Minister Trudeau anncunced in Washington on September
8, that both countries had reached an eement in principle on a
joint project for the transportation of Alaskan and Canadian gas.
The President and Prime Minister noted the superiority of a joint
project to any unilateral undertaking by either government. In ad-
dition to announcing an intention to sign a formal Agreement on
Principles concerning the project, both governments dpledged to seek
approval from their respective legislatures of expedited provisions
for project construction and operation. A

With the signinaf of the Agreement on Principles applicable to
a Northern Natural Gas Pipeline in Ottawa on September 20,
1977, the President transmitted the Decision favoring the Alcan
project to the Congress for its approval. The Congress has sixty leg-
: islah;i_g days within which to act upon a joint resolution of ap-
proval.

The Agreement on Principles, as incorporated in the Decision
of the President, provides the framework for a clearly specified,
economically efficient, and environmentally superior means of
transporting both U.S. and Canadian ges to markets through a
joint pipeline system. Approval of the Decision, which incorporates
the Agreement on Principles, will provide the same type of commit-
ment by the United States to this undertaking as will result from
passage of the implementini legislation which Prime Minister
'é‘rudeau has announced will be submitted to Parliament in Octo-

er.

This Decision is supported by a strong record and recommenda-
tion from the FPC, substantial comments from all parties of inter-
est and a clear and cogent agreement with the Canadian govern-
ment that provides significant benefits for both countries.

The proposed Alcan system will deliver Alaska gas at the low-
est cost-of-service to U.S. consumers—probably below the cost of
imported oil and substantially below the costs of other fuel alter-
natives. The average price of distillate from imported oil over the
life of the project is expected to be in excess of $3 per million btu’s
(mmbtu) in constant 1975 dollars. The average delivered price of
Alaska gas for the same period will be substantially less even with
a significant allowance for cost overruns. The Alcan system will de-
liver Alaskan gas at the lowest cost to U.S. consumers, but will do
so directly to both the Midwest and West Coast markets. Further-
more, the Alcan system will increase the ability of Canada to de-
velop its own frontier gas reserves, particularly in the Mackenzie
Delta, through connection of the proposed Dempster Highway lat-
eral pipeline with the Alcan meainline from Alaska. If Mackenzie
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Delta gas is brought to Canadian markets, U.S. consumers might
also benefit from the enhanced availability of Canadian supplies.

Under almost all criteria, the Alcan system is clearly superior
to the proposal by the El Paso Alaska Company to liquefy Alaska
gas amf ship it to the West Coast. Over a 20-year period, the Alcan
system would deliver Alaska gas to U.S. consumers at a
signifcantly lower average cost-of-service than El Paso. In 1975
constant dollars the 20-year average cost of service for Alcan is es-
timated to be $1.04 per mmbtu, and $1.21 per mmbtu for El Paso.
This difference represents ultimate savings of $6 billion for Amer-
ican consumers over the life of the Alcan project. Alcan also can
move the same volume of gas with a higher fuel efficiency, and will
have much lower anpual operating costs than the El Paso LNG
system.
ve Alcan also has a markedly greater Net National Economic Ben-
efit (NNEB) than El Paso. The calculation of the NNEB compares
the present value of real resource nditures for a project with
the present value of future benefits. Alcan has an estimated NNEB
of $5.77 billion, more than $1.1 billion higher than the estimated
NNEB of El Paso. _

. In addition to these economic advantages, Alcan has significant
technical and resource advantages over El Paso. These include:

The superiority of pipeiine transportation over LNG trans-
portation for the safest and most reliable delivery of gas, and
for expansibility of capacity to deliver increased volumes from
reserves other than the Prudhoe Bay Pool;

. The substantial advantage of pipeline facilities over LNG
facilities in having a useful lite of over 40 years;

The need to anticig)ate future shipment .of natural gas from
the Gulf of Alaska which may reguire LNG deliveries to the
West Coast, thus preserving LNG delivery potential on the
West Coast.

Furthermore, virtually all Federal agencies and private parties
that compared the two projects determined that the Alcan system
is environmentally superior to El Paso.

The Agreement with Canada on the Alcan system sssures the
cost-of-service advantages of the Alcan ’propos . The Agreement
&rlovides that the Alcan pipeline will follow the original Alcan

ighway route, without the route diversion required by the NEB.
This provision alone saves the U.S. consumer up to $600 million in
mmaf construction costs, plus interest, or the 6 cents in cost of
service that would have been added by the route diversion. In re-
turn, the U.S. agreed to pay a portion of the cost for an extension
of the Dempster Lateral from Dawson to Whitehorse in the
Yukon—if and when the lateral is built. This limited extension, or
“spur,” would connect the Dempster line with the main Alcan sys-
tem. A higher capacity, more efficient system will be i ed
south of itehorse, with costs shared on a volumetric basis, to
carry U.S. and Canadian volumes.

Significantly, under the Agreement, the U.S. ghare of costs for
the “spur” from Dawson to Whitehorse is tied to the percent of ac-
tual cost overruns on the construction of the Alcan main line in
Canada. This element of the Agreement creates a formidable incen-
tive for Canada to minimize cost overruns on the construction of
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the Alcan line in Canada. In addition, the Agreement protects the
Alcan pipeline from unfair or discriminatory taxes that might
threaten the cost of service advantages of Alcan for U.S. consum-
ers. The provisions in the Agreement provide a ceiling on the impo-
sition of Yukon taxes, and supercede the previous NEB rec-
ommendation for a $200 million impact assistance payment from
U.S. consumers to the Yukon. Any advance payment of tax by the

ipeline will be treated as a loan to the government, to be paid
gack with interest from future tax revenues, but 1n no event will
the loan affect the cost of service to U.S. consumers. The fixed level
of overall tax is only a modest increase above the level of tax in-
cluded in the origina! estimates for Alcan’s cost of service, and has
been fixed with reference to the tax regime applicable in Alaska.

In this Agreement, the United States and Canada both im-
proved their positions from the original NEB decision, and achieved
a reduction in the cost of service price of both Alaskan gas and Ca-
nadian gas from the MacKenzie Belta. The modified Alcan system
will also:

Assist Canada to continue supplying gas exports under ex-
i1sting contracts by providing it wath access to substantial Mac-
kenzie Delta reserves;

Provide the opportunity to obtain additional gas at an ear-
lier date by early construction of portions of the southern Ca-
nadian and Jower 48 sections of Alcan, with delivery of gas
from Alberta (where there 1s temporary excess supply) in ad-
vance of the delivery of Alaska gas;

Encourage exploration for new reserves and stimulate ex-
Eansion of the gas industry in Canada, which might ultimately

enefit U.S. consumers through the enhanced potential of Ca-
nadian supplies.
Furthermore, this joint U.S.-Canadian undertaking could result in
sigrificant cooperation with Canada on a varniety of other energy is-
sues, such as oil exchanges, pipelines and strategic reserves.

The Alcan project will ge ope of the largest—if not the larg-
est—privately financed international business ventures of all time.
The minimal nisk of non-completion will be borne by the private fi-
nancial markets. There will be no Federal debt guarantees, and
consumers will not be required to bear any portion of the risks of
non-completion.

The Federal Government, however, will have an expanded and
significant role in monitoring and overseeing the construction of
the project. By enforcement of the terms and conditions proposed
herein and to be later specified, the Federal Inspector for the con-
struction of the project will coordinate Federal involvement with
the project,” minimizing cost overruns, preventing management
abuses, and facilitating the timely completion of construction. The
U.S.-Canadian Agreement provides additional incentives to mini-
mize cost overruns on construction in Canada. The Decision, in-
cluding the Agreement, seeks to ensure that U.S. consumers will
have the enormous benefit of new Alaskan gas supplies at a price
significantly below that of alternative energy sources.

A supenor project has now been selected as a result of a thor-
ough decision making process involving all the resources of the
Federal Government and a spirited competition between private al-
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ternatives. The nation sorely needs new sources of economically
competitive natural gas. Now is clearly the time to approve the de-
cision to undertake the final planning and construction of this cost-
efficient system for bringing critical supplies of Alaska natural gas
to U.S. markets.
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DECISION ON AN ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM

PREFACE—STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR A DECISION ON AN
ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Section 7(a)}(4) of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act
of 1976 (ANGTA) states:

If the President determines to designate for approval a trans-
portation system for delivery of Alaska natural gas to the contig-
uous States, he shall in such decision—

(A) describe the nature and route of the system designated
for approval;

(B) designate a person to construct and operate such a sys-
tem, which person shall be the applicant, if any, which filed for
a certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct
and operate such system;

(C) identify those facilities, the construction of which, and
those operations, the conduct of which, shall be encompassed
within the term “construction and initial operation” for pur-
poses of defining the scope of the directions contained in Sec-
tion 9 of this Act, taking into consideration any recommenda-
tion of the Commission with respect thereto; an

(D) identify those provisions of law, relating to any decer-
mination of a Federal officer or agency as to whether a certifi-
cate, permit, right-of-way, lease, or other authorization shall be
issueé)e or be granted, which provisions the President finds (i)
involve determinations which are subsumed in his decision and
(ii) require waiver pursuant to section 8(g) in order to permit
the expeditious construction and initial operation of the trans-
portation system.

As part of these determinations, an Agreement on Principles
concluded with the Government of Canada prescribes various terms
and conditions applicable to the construction and operation of the
pipeline. The Agreement on Principles is attached hereto as Section
7 of this Decision and made an integral part of the Decision by this
reference. :

With the incorporation of the aforesaid eement, and the
finding that it is in the national interest to expeditiously undertake
to construct an Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System, the
fysbem designation and related statutory determinations are as fol-

ows: '

t73]
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SECTION 1—DESIGNATION OF PERSON T0O CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE
THE SYSTEM

The Alcan Pipeline Company, now a wholly owned subsidiary
~ of Northwest Pipeline Corporation,! or its successor, is hereby des-

ignated to construct and operate the portion of the system within
ti?a State of Alaska.

The Northern Border Pipeline Company, a partnership consist-
ing of subsidiaries or affiliates of Columbia Gas Transmission Cor-
poration, Michigan-Wisconsin Pipeline Company, Natural Gas
Pipeline Company of America, Northerm Natural Gas Company,
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, and Texas Eastern Trans-
mission Corporation, or its successor, 1s hereby designated to con-
struct and operate the portion of the system from the United
States-Canada border near Monchy, Saskatchewan, to a point near
Dwight, Illinois.

*The Alcan Pipeline Company, or its successor, and the North-
ern Border Pipeline, or its successor, shall be publicly held corpora-
tions or general or limited partnerships, open to ownership partici-
pation by all persons without discrimination, except producers of
Alaskan natural gas.

The Pacific Gas Transmission Company is hereby designated
to construct and operate the portion of the system from the United
States/Canada border near Kingsgate, British Columbia, to the bor-
der between the States of California and Oregon.

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company is hereby designated to
construct and operate the poition of the system from the border be-
tava]e%n the States of Caligrnja and Oregon through the State of

ifornia.

SECTION 2—DESCRIPTION OF THE NATURE AND ROUTE OF THE
APPROVED SYSTEM

The Alcan system is an overland pipeline system to transport
natural gas from the Prudhoe Bay area of Northern Alaska
through Alaska and Canada into the Midwest and Western sections’
of the contiguous United States. See Exhibit 1.

! Northwest Pipeline owns and operates a §,300-mile pipeline system for transporting gas in
t}:se states of Colorsdo, ldabo, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washingtan, end Wyoming. Northwest
Pipeline is a whollycwned subsidiary of Northwest Energy Company, s holding company whose
principal asset is sl the outstanding common stock of Northwest Pipeline,

* This provision bas been modified by Public Law §7-93 (Dec. 15, 1981; S5 Stat. 1204). The’
modification is set forth ip the Presidant’s findings and proposed waivers of Jaw, and is shown
on page 33¢ of this volume of the compilation. -
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The expected volume of gas to be available initially from the
Prudhoe Bay field is 2.0 to 2.5 billion cubic feet per day (bcfd). The
system described herein is designed to handle this throughput vol-
ume. The capacity of the system could be increased in the future
to accommmﬁate additional volume throughput by construction of
additional facilities. ' B o o

. " ALCAN PIPELINE ROUTE IN ALASKA -

*The proposed Alcan pipeline will commence at the discharge
side of the gas plant facilities in the Prudhoe Bay field. The pipe-
line will paralle] the Alyeska oil pipeline southward from the North
Slope of Alaska, cross tie Brooks ge through the Antigun Pass,
and continue an to Delta Junction. -

At Delta Junction, the Alcan Pipeline will diverge from the
Alyeska oil pipeline and follow the Alaska Highway and the Haines
oil products pipeline right-of-way, passing near the towns of
Tanacross, Tog, and Northway Junction in Alaska. The right-of-
-way of the Haines oil products pipeline is at present ?ﬁproximately
fifty feet wide and is closely parallel to the Alaska Highway. The
Alcan pipeline will then connect with the proposed new facilities of
Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. at the Alaska/Yukon Terri-
tory border.

From Prudhoe Bay in Delta Junction, Alcan expects to con-
struct its line approximately eighty feet from the Alyeska oil pipe-
line. As roposecfby Alcan, construction will be carried out by ex-
tending the existing Alyeska work pads. However, Alyeska advised
Alcan that its “Preliminary geperal guidelines” indicated that the
Alyeska and Alcan lines must be separated by 100 to 200 feet
where blasting to build the pipeline trench would occur (apgroxi-
mately 350 miles of pipeline Jength). Additional studies will deter-
mine the minimum gistance between the zlfveska oil pipeline and
the Alcan line that is necessary to permit s
eration.

ALCAN PIPELINE ROUTE THROUGH CANADA

The Canadian portHon of the Alcan Project will commence at
the Alaska/Yukon border in the vicinity of the towns of Border

City, Alaska and Boundary, Yukon.
From the Alaska/Yukon border, the Foothills Pipe Lines (South

Yukon) Ltd. pipeline will proceed south until it reaches the White

River (Milepost 44), where it will take a more eastward course
across the Yukon Territory. The piepline will cross the Territory
generally parallel to the Alaska Highway. Along most of the Pipe-
line route through the Yukon, the separation between the pipeline
route and highway route will be approximately one mile. There will
be several points, however, where the pipeline route will divert
substantially from the route of the Alaska Highway. These depar-
tures from the Alaska Highway route will permit the pipeline to
continue on a more direct course than if it were to follow the Alas-
ka Highway

® This provision has bees modified by Public Law 97-83 (Dec. 15, 1981; 95 Stat. 1204). The
modification is set forth in the President's findings and proposed waivers of law, and is shown
oo page 334 of this voluwe of the copilation. . .
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At approximately milepost 246, the pipeline will be routed
north of Whitehorse and cross the Yukon River near the infersec-
Yion of the Alaska and Klondike Highways. Near this intersection,
approxmately 9 miles northwest of Whitehorse, the pipeline will be
sonstructed to permit a later connection with the proposed
Dempster Line from the Mackenzie Delta, if and when the
Dempster Line is constructed. .- . =

After it crosses the Yukon River north of Whitehorse, the pipe-
ine will turn southeast and again travel parallel to the Alaska
Highway, entering British Columbia at approximately milepost 397
and reentering the Yukon Territory at approximately milepost 435.

The pigeline will continue to follow. the Alaska Highway eastward -

‘hrough the Yukon Territory and again cross the border into Brit-
ish Columbia, approximately twelve miles southwest of Watson
Lake, Yukon. At this point, the Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon)
Ltd. pipeline will terminate, and the Foothills Pipe Line (North
B.C.) Ltd, interconnecting pipeline will commence.

After it passes the British Columbia border, the pipeline will
oroceed generally southeast across the northeastern part of the
Province to the British Columbia/Alberta border, crossing the exist-
ing Westcoast Transmission Company Ltd. main line some 35 miles
south of Fort Nelson. At Boundary Lake on the British Columbia-
Alberta border, the pipeline would connect with the Foothills Pipe
Lines (Alta) Ltd. pipeline. In Alberta, the Foothille Pipe Lines
‘Alta.) Ltd. pipeline will proceed generally southeast from Bound-
ary Lake to Gold Creek Junchion. After Gold Creek Junction, the
sipeline will follow the existing Alberta Gas Trunkline Co., Ltd.
‘AGTL) pipeline right-of-way to James River Station.

From James River Station, the western leg of the pipeline will
oroceed separately to the south, appraximately following the exist-
ing AGTL right-of-way to the Alberta/British Columbia border near
Coleman, Alberta. It will then connect with the Foothills Pipelines
‘South B.C.) Ltd. pipeline, continue to the southwest across British
Columbia, and finally connect with the Pacific Gas Transmission
‘PGT) pipeline at the United States/Canada border near Kingsgate,
British Columbia. The pipeline route through southern British Co-
lumbia will generally parallel the existing pipeline route of Alberta

Natural Gas Company, Ltd.
For the eastern leg from James River Station, the pipeline will

proceed generally to the southeast until it reaches the Alberta/Sas-
katchewan border near Empress, Alberta. The eastern leg will then
connect with the Foothills Pipe Lines (Sask.), Ltd. pipeline. The
pipeline will then continue to the southeast across Saskatchewan
and join with the Northerm Border Pipeline system at the United
States/Canada border near Monchy, Saskatchewan.

ALCAN PIPELINE ROUTE IN THE CONTIGUOUS UNITED STATES

On the western leg, the Alaska gas will be transferred at the
United States-Canada border near Kingsgate, British Columbia, to
the PGT system. The PGT system will transport the gas through
sorthern Idaho, southeast Washington, and central Oregon. At the
Oregon/California berder, the gas will be transferred to enter the
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) system and will then be
transported throughout California.

On the eastern leg the Alaska gas will be transferred at the
Saskatchewan/Montana border from the Canadian-owned portion of
the Alcan system to the Northern Border Pipeline system. The
Northern Border Pipeline system will then transport the gas across
the northeast corner of Montana, the southwest section of North
Dakota, the northeast section of South Dakota, the southwest cor-
ner of Minnesota, and the northeast section of Iowa, and finally
bring the gas just south of Chicago to Dwight, Illinois.

%xhibit 2 on the following page illustrates the respective routes
of the eastern and western legs of the Alcan system and their rela-
tionship to the existing gas pipeline network in the United States.
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SECTION 3—IDENTIFICATION OF FACILITIES INCLUDED WITHIN
“CONSTRUCTION AND INTTIAL OPERATION”

GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section identifies the facilities for the Alcan project which
will be entitled to the expedited authorization process prescribed in
Section 9 of ANGTA. The facilities which are to be covered are
those in the U.S. which are adequate for a throughput of up to 2.4
befd and are included in the revised Alcan filing submitted to the
Federal Power Commission (FPC) in March 8, 1977. If any modi-
fications to those facilities are required by the Agreement on Prin-
ciples between the U.S. and Canada, those modified facilities will
also be entitled to the expedited authorization process in Section 9.

Uncertainties remain as to the future level of gas exports from
Canada’s historical gas supply sources. The actual division of Alas-
ka gas among the various regions of the contiguous United States
awaits conclusion of gas sales contracts. Routing and design work
should be sufficiently complete to allow final certification in late
1978 or early 1979. The final design and location of the facilities,
however, will be within the general description set forth.

The gas transportation system will utilize a 48-inch diameter
pipeline from Prudhoe Bay to James River, Alberta. From James
River, gas destined for the midwestern and eastern states will be
transported through a 42-inch diameter pipeline to Monchy, Sas-
katchewan, and gas destined for the western states will be trans-
ported through a 36-inch pipeline to Kingsgate, British Columbia.
PGT and PG&E will complete looping? as necessary of their exist-
ing pipeline systems from the Idaho-British: Columbia border to An-
]tioch, California (near San Francisco) with a 36-inch diameter pipe-
ine.

All of the pipeline in Alaska and the first forty-cne miles of
pipeline in the Yukon lie in the continuous and discontinuous per-
mafrost region.® This section will be operated in a chilled state (i.e.,
below 32°F.) to prevent degradation of the permafrost regime. Gas
chilling will be accomplished by propane refrigeration systems at
all compressor stations in Alaska. _

The length of the various pipeline segments will be as follows:

. Length
Company and Location: (miles)
Alcan Pipeline Co.—Alaska .........cooiinnenn. SO, 731
Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd.—YUkOD ..ccoveeeevemocicnimiieee 517
Foothills Pipe Lines (Sask.) Ltd—Saskatchewan . 160
Foothills Prige Lines (North B.C.) Ltd.—Yukon/B.C. Border to B.C/Al-
berta Border , - 439
Foothills Pipe Lines (South B.C.) Ltd. —Coleman to Kingsgate .............. 106

. 2“Looping” is constructian of a pipeline parallel to and interconnected with an existing pipe-
line. Looping msy extend to part or all of an existing lLine.

?By definition, permafrost consists of soil, rock, or other earth material, the tempersture of
which remains at or below 32°F. (0°C) continuously for two or more years. Its distribution is
oot uniform. Factors controlling the distribution of permafrost include the glacal and climatic
history of the area, therma! properties of the easrth material, ambient temperature, insulstion
properties of overburden, amount of exposure to sun (eg., shading caused by orientation
of topographic features). The permafrost would be continuous aleng roximately the first 240
miles of the pipeline (to near the South Fork of the Koyohuk River). Along the remaining pipe-
line route to the Yukon border, the permafrost would be discontinuous.
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lLength
Len )

{

Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd.:

B.C/AlDerta to JAmes RIVEr .....occooeieeieeiceetiece e enere s ereoe 395
James River to COlemBn ......coooeniiieee et 176
James River to Empress ..o 235
Tota) Alasks a0d CaDAAR oceoeneieeeee e 2,759
Pacific Gas Transmission Co.—Kingsgate to Malin .......ccccoeiiiiicnvcnccnnnenn. 612
Pacific Gas & Electnc Co.—Malin 10 ARtoch ... 299
Northern Border Pipeline Co.—Monchy to Dwight ... oo 1,117
Total contiguous StALeS ..t 2.028
Total system Jength ... et 4,787

Exhibit 3 on the next page identifies and locates the various
" pipeline segments.
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Peak-day capacity utilizing nine compressor stations (see item
4 below) will be 2.6 bcfd, with an average daily volume of 2.4 bcfd.
By installation of intermediate compressor stations, the system
could be increased to 3.4 befd peak capacity, with an average day
capacity of 3.2 befd. The system capacity could be further increased
by addition to the compressor horsepower at each station.

ALCAN COMPRESSOR STATIONS AND REFRIGERATION FACILITIES IN
ALASKA

Centrifugal compressors, powered by natural gas-fueled tur-
bine engines, will be used on the Alcan system. In order to mini-
mize thawing of the permafrost soil, the discharge gas at each com-
pressor station in Alaska will be chilled by a propane refrigeration
plant. The following describes the required compression and refrig-
eration facilities. All of these facilities are required for construction
and initial operation. :

Taa nsased horlepowe!
1s0)

Nurber o
Smion Miepast ORI Compr
son Son
At 750 1 26,500 1660
AL 130 1 26,500 7.660
A3 Q3 1 26,500 13830
AL« 13 1 26,500 13,830
AL-S 4188 1 26,500 13830
AL-6 5047 1 26.500 1380
AL-7 5899 1 26,500 1380
AL-8 €734 1 26,500 13,630
Tota! 8 212,000 98,300

OTHER ALCAN PIPELINE FACILITIES IN ALASKA

Metering facilities for the measurement of gas flow and gas
quality will be required in Alaska at the Prudhoe Bay receipt point,
at the Fairbanks sales point, and at the transfer point on the Alas-
ka-Yukon border.

A central operating center, Jocated in Fairbanks, will monitor
and control all compressor station operations.*

Alcan will utilize staging areas established for the Alyeska oil
pipeline at Prudhoe Bay, Fairbanks, and Valdez. Material storage
sites will be located at Anchorage, Seward, and Whittier, and -at se-
lected locations along the pipeline route.

Exlstmﬁ transportation and communication facilities will be
utilized to the fullest extent practicable. Short lateral roads will be
constructed to pipeline facilities as required.

Permanent bases for operating and maintaining the system
will be selected and located after defining areas in which common
problems may occur due to similarities of terrain and climate. The
bases will be Jocated at or near compressor stations to avoid dupli-
cation of permanent above-ground facilities. Materials and various

. *The compressor stations will be sutomated for remote control of all pormal functions, includ-
ing discharge gas temperature.

DOE002-1067

10

—

)

7



232

spare parts will be located at the bases to facilitate maintenance
and Xﬂyair operations. ) .

of these facilities will be required for construction and ini-
tial operation.

LOWER 48 FACILITIES
For purposes of this part of the Decision, the facilities de-

- scribed generally below are deemed necessary for construction and

initial operation, and will be entitled to expedited issuance of au-
thorizations pursuant to section 9 of ANGTA, provided that the
final certification of such facilities shall be determined by reference
to the size necessary to provide the transportation capacity cer-
tified to the FPC® by the Secretary of Energy, as set forth in the
terms and conditions section.

In order to deliver gas contemporaneously to points both east
and west of the Rocky Mountains in the lower continental United
States, the Alcan system will bifurcate at James River, Alberta and
form a Western Leg and an Eastern Leg. First, the Western Leg
is described below, and then the Eastern Leg.

Western Leg

Alaskan gas will be transferred at the Canada/United States
border near Kingsgate, British Columbia, to Pacific Gas Trans-
mission Company (PGT). PGT will transport the gas through
Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. At the Oregon/California border,
the gas will enter the intrastate facilities of Pacific Gas and Elec-
tric Company (PG&E). The gas will be transported throughout
much of California through existing and expanded intrastate gas
pipelines.

The additional Western Leg facilities which are part of the
Alcan project are those covered by the “1580 Design.” The major
component of this expansion will add approximately 873 miles of
looping and result in complete looping of the 917-mile PGT/PG&E
system from the Canada/United States border to Antioch, Califor-
nia (near San Francisco). The two parallel lines will be operated as
a single system. Various modifications to the existing compression
facilities will be required. However, the increase in system capacity
of 659 mmcfd could be achieved without installation of additional
compression horsipower or increase of compression fuel usage. A
minor addition of facilities south of Antioch may be made at a later
date, depending on conditions prevailing at that time. All Western
Leg facilities which are part of the Alcan project are subject to Sec-
tion 9 of ANGTA.

The Eastern Leg

~ The Alcan system will transport Alaskan gas. for delivery to
Midwestern and Eastern markets in the lower continental United

*The final certification function currently resides with the Federal Power Commission under
the Natural Gas Act. On October 1, 1877, the Department of Energy wil) be activated pursuant
to the Department of Energy Organization Act, Public Law 95-91, and the functions of the FPC
under the Natural Gas Act will be transferred in part to the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
wission (FERC). Therefore, where reference (3 made berein to future actions of the , they
;V;l’]’be carmied out by either the Secretary or the FERC, as the case may be, as of October 1,
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States through an Eastern Leg. The Eastern Leg will commence at
the bifurcation point of the main express line at James River, Al-
berta and terminate at Dwight, llinois (near Chicago). Total length
of the Eastern Leg will be 1,352 miles, including 235 miles in Can-
ada and 1,117 miles in the United States. All pipeline for the East-
ern Leg will be 42 inches in diameter.

Alaskan gas will be transferred at the Saskatchewan/Montana
border from the Canadian-owned portion of the Alcan system to the
Northern Border Pipeline system (Northern Border). The Northern
Border system will travel diagonally across Montana, North Da-
kota, South Dakota, Minnesota, and Iowa, and terminate near Chi-
cago, Illinois. Along this route, direct deliveries of gas will be made
by Northern Border into the systems which cross the pipeline: Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline Company of America, Northern Natural Gas
Company, and Michigan-Wisconsin Pipeline Company. Other pur-
chasers will receive Afaska gas by displacement.® .

The specific facilities that will be required to interconnect the
various pipelines to receive gas from the Northern Border system,
either by direct delivery or by displacement, will be determined
when gas sales contracts have been executed. Final design of the
required facilities will depend upon the division of Alaskan gas
among the various pipeline companies and varous regions of the
contiguous States. Final design will be complete at the time of final
system certification in late 1978 or early 1979. All facilities which
are part of the Northern Border system are necessary for canstruc-
tion and initial operation, and all facilities which are part of the
Northern Border system as finally certified by the FPC are subject
to Section 9 of ANGTA. A

SECTION 4—DELINEATION OF PROVISIONS OF LAW THAT ARE
SUBSUMED IN TH1S DECISION AND REQUIRE WAIVER

Under Section 7(a)(¢XD) of ANGTA, the President shall iden-
tify those provisions of law, relating to any determination of a Fed-
eral officer or agency as to whether a certificate, permit, right-of-
way, lease, or other authorization shall be issued or be granted,
which provisions the President finds (i) involve determinations
which are subsumed in this decision and (ii) require waiver pursu-
ant to section 8(g) in order to permit the expeditious construction
and initial operation of the transportation system. .

At this time, however, there are only two statutory provisions
that involve determinations subsumed int his decision and require
waiver pursuant to section 8(g) of ANGTA.?

Under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act (15 U.S.C. 717b), the
Federal Power Commission must issue an order to authorize any

*“Displacement” of gas is & method by which gas may be supplied to & purchaser from close
by in eachange for gas sold o the purchaser elsewhere. 6'. scement, which is & commonly used
method in the industry, eliminstes the cost of physi transferring gas between markets.

? Section 8(5 1) of ANGTA states that the President will have the opportunity at s later date
to identify and seek wajver of additiona) provisicas of law. This subsection states:

At any time afler s decision designating s transportstion system is submitted to the Con-
gress pursuant to this section, if the ls;idwt finds that any provision of law applicable to ac-
tions to be Laken under subsection (a) or (c) of section 9 require waiver in order W it expe-
ditious coostruction and initial operstion of the approved transportation system, President
may submit such proposed waiver o both Houses o ss.
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export of natural gas; such an order shall issue unless the Commis-
sion finds that the export is not consistent with the public interest.

In addition, under Section 103 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act, the President is required to promulgate a general
rule prohibiting exports of natural gas from the U.S., except that
he may permit those exports which he determines to be consistent
with the national interest and with the purposes of the Act (Section
103(bX1)). To make such a determination, Section 103(d}1) directs
the President to take into account the need to leave uninterrupted
or unimpaired “exchanges in similar quantity for convenience or in-
creased efficiency of transportation with persons or the government
of a foreign state.”

As a result of the recent Agreement on Principles between the
United States and Canada, Alcan will be required to make avail-
able limited quantities of Alaskan gas to communities in the Yukon
Territory and the western provinces, subject to provision of replace-
ment gas downstream in Canada. This transaction will be an ex-
port requiring separate authorizations under the above mentioned
two statutes.

The requirements arising under Section 3 of the Natural Gas
Act and under Section 103 of the Eaergy Policy and Conservation
Act could be met without waiver of these provisions, but additional,
and unnecessary, FPC and Presidential action would be required.
Accordingly, both of these statutory subsections shall be waived for
the exchange of gas mentioned herein.

' SECTION 5—TERMS AND CONDITIONS AND ENFORCEMENT

To ensure the proper management and timely completion of
the construction of the designated transportation system, the fol-
lowing general terms and conditions shall be appropriately incor-
porated into any certificate, nght-of-way, lease, permit or author-
1zation directed to be made by any Federal officer or agency.

As described more fully below, these terms and conditions will
be followed by a set of stipulations establishing general standards
of environmental and construction performance, and the procedures
for the submission and approval of construction plans and environ-
mental safeguards, and then by site specific terms and conditions
issued prior to actual construction of any pipeline segment. The
terms and conditions described here are not meant to limit or fore-
close the adoption of such stipulations and terms and conditions
but are intended to begin the process by which a set of effective
and workable safeguards are evolved. There is contemplated coop-
erative action by the Federal and Alaska State Governments in the
development and enforcement of stipulations and site specific terms
and conditions. Similar cooperative action is contemplated with the
governments of all affected states.

Under the proposal made at the end of this section for the or-
ganizational involvement of the Federal Government with the suc-
cessful applicant, the Federal Inspector for construction of the
transportation system shall have supervision authority over the en-
forcement of these terms and conditions subject to the ultimate au-
thority of the Executive Policy Board described below.
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The terms and conditions proposed for inclusion into this Con-
gressional authorization are set forth, by category, as follows:

1. Construction costs and schedule Bl

Management and organization :

1. Prior to the issuance of the certificate, the successful appli-
cant shall provide a detailed overall management plan, to be ap-
proved by the Federal Inspector, for the preconstruction and the
construction phases of the transportation system project. The suc-
cessful applicant shall define its relationship with the execution
contractors, and shall give consideration to various management
approaches—such as Fast Track Stage Design, and other manage-
ment approaches—that will facilitate the cost-effective, environ-
mentally sound, and timely construction of the project.

- 2. The successful applicant may not use cost-plus type con-
tracts with execution contractors, except where the Federal Inspec-
tor determines that special conditions warrant this type of contract.
Otherwise, the applicant shall use fixed-price contracts, including
the firm fixed-price, the fixed-price with escalation, and fixed-price
incentive type of contract.

3. The successful applicant shall specify for approval of the
Federal Inspector the insurance, bonding, and any other
prequalification requirements for all consultants and execution con-
tractors.

Construction cost and schedule control techniques

4. Prior to the initiation of construction, the successful appli-
cant shall provide a detailed analvsis and description of its pro-
posed cost and schedule control techniques. The applicant shall
give particular consideration to cost and manpower control and
manpower estimating techniques.

5. Prior to the initiation of construction, the successful appli-
cant shall develop and submit to the Federal Inspector a final de-
sign, design-cost estimate, and construction schedule. This design
cost estimate and schedule must represent a constniction design of
at least 70 percent (or greater) of the total system, and the remain-
der may not represent any one contiguous or specific type of con-
struction or geologic situation (e.g., river crossings, discontinuous
permafrost, or elevated pipeline). The Federal Inspector may relax
the above specified minimum percentage requirement, with the
consent of the Executive Policy Board, if he finds there are extenu-
ating circumstances that warrant such an action.

General operating strategies

6. The successful applicant shall develop and submit to the
Federal Inspector cost-eflective and feasible methods for supplying
general and specialized equipment, as well as repair facilibes and
spare-part inventories, to the execution contractors. The applicant
shall give consideration to various techniques of equipment provi-
ls)xogk,sincluding use of equipment pools, equipment leasing or buy-

ac .
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7. Prior to the initiation of construction, the successful appli-
cant shall supply detailed information to the Federal Inspector on
its labor relations procedures, and indicate the proposed means to
address and resolve disputes arising under collective bargaining
agreements.

8. In entering into contracts with execution contractors, the
successful applicant shall seek to incorporate techniques for resolv-
ing disputes arising under such contracts without recourse to liti-

gation.
Quality assurance and control procedures

9. The successful applicant shall provide to the Federal Inspec-
tor a detailed description of quality assurance and control proce-
dures that will be implemented prior to the start of construction.
Such a description must at least include provisions for quality as-
surance and control procedures for environmental protection, corro-
sion, pipeline and compressor-station welds, pipeline placement,
equipment and other appropriate matters.

Procedures for enforcement of terms and conditionsA

10. The successful applicant may not initiate activity on any
aspect of the pipeline untxf authorization to proceed with construc-
tion, including site-specific terms and conditions for that aspect of
the pipeline, has been issued and procedures for enforcement of
terms and conditions have been established by the appropriate
Federal officers. .
Minority business enterprise participation

11. The successful applicant shall develop and submit to the
Federal Inspector for approval a plan for taking affirmative action
to ensure that no person shall on the grounds of race, creed, color,
national origin or sex be excluded from receiving or participating
In contracts for management, engineering design or construction
activity. The successful applicant shall require each of his contrac-
tors and subcontractors baving contracts valued at $150,000 or
more to develop similar plans providing the assurances specified in
the preceding sentence. :

I1. Safety and design

1. The successful applicant shall construct, operate, maintain
and terminate the pipeline in accordance with Federal gas pipeiine
safety regulations. The applicant shall ensure that construction
and operating specifications are in accordance with good engineer-
ing mactice, both to maintain the safety and the integrity of the
pipeline and to protect the health and safety of project personnel
and the general public.

. 2. The successful applicant may not begin construction of any
pipeline segment until the Federal Inspector has approved the de-
sign of that segment, including technical construction specifica-
tions, having had sufficient time to review the design.-

. 3. The successful applicant shall establish a procedure for
briefing the Federal Inspector, or his desiinated representative, on
a regular basis concerning the status of the project during the de-
s1gn, construction, testing and start-up phases.
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4. The successful applicant shall establish a procedure to en-
sure access to all project facilities by the Federal Inspector, or his
designated representative, in the performance of official duties.

5. The successful applicant shall submit a plan or procedure for
conducting its own inspections of project facilities during construc-
tion, to be approved by the Federal Inspector.

6. The successful applicant shall provide a seismic monitoring
system, to be approved by the Federal Inspector, and shall ensure
that there are adequate procedures for the safe shut-down of the
project under severe seismic conditions.

II1. Environment

1. The successful applicant shall construct, operate, maintain
and terminate the pipeline with maximum concern for the protec-
tion of environmental values. A set of stipulations containing the
general standards of environmental and construction performance,
and the procedures for the submission and approval of construction
plans and environmental safeguards will be developed by the con-
cerned government agencies and must be accepted by the applicant
as a condition of his right to proceed over public lands. Additional
“site-specific” terms and conditions will be incorporated in author-
izations to proceed with construction issued by the appropriate
Federal agency, into particular certificates, rights-of-way, permits
and other authorizations to protect and enhance environmental val-
ues during the design, construction and operation of the pipeline.
These additional “site specific” terms and conditions will be issued
as appropriate to minimize disturbance from construction and oper-
ation of the pipeline to rivers and other water bodies and adjacent
land and vegetation; to protect wildlife and endangered species and
maintain forest, agricultural and other resource productivity; to
control the risks of pipeline ruptures, leaks and hazards; to main-
tain air and water quality values; to make provision for cantrol and
disposal of sewage, garbage, wastes and toxic substances; and take
other measures necessary for protection of the environment during
the design, construction and operation of the pipeline.

2. The successful applicant shall prepare a plan of operations
which integrates environmental protection with the proposed
schedule of construction and operations, the proposed supervisory
and technical staffing, the proposed quality control programs, and
the proposed quality assurance programs. In preparation and im-
plementation of this plan, the successful applicant shall provide for
timely integration of environmental mitigation and restoration
practices with the activity which creates the need for the restora-
tion or mitigation. ’

3. The successful applicant shall develop and submit to the
Federal Inspector an effective plan for implementation of specific
environmental safeguards through an educational program for field
personnel prior to and during construction, operation, maintenance
and termination of the pipeline.

4. The successful applicant shall establish an effective pipeline-
performance monitoring system of inspection ‘and instrumentation
to insure performance in keeping with environmental concerns.

1063

DOE002-1073



238

IV. Finance

1. The successful applicant shall provide for private financing
of the project, and sha.ﬁ make the final arrangement for all debt
and equity financing prior to the initiation of construction. -

*2. If the direct capital cost estimates excluding interest dur-
ing construction for the overall project in 1975 constant dollars
filed with the FPC immediately prior to certification, adjusted to
reflect design changes to increase capacity that result from the
Agreement on Principle between the United States and Canada,
materially and unreasonably exceed the comparable capital cost es-
timates filed by Alcan with the Federal Power Commission on
March 8, 1977, Section 6, page 2, the FPC may not issue a certifi-
cate for the project. If these gnal capital cost estimates are not ex-
cessive under the above standard, the FPC may use these final es-
timates for the U.S. segments as the basis for fixing a variable rate
of return on equity that will reward the applicant for project com-
pletion under budgeted cost and penalize the applicant for project
completion above budgeted cost. The variable return shall be set to
provide substantial incentives to construct the project without in-
curring overruns. These final capital cost estimates need not be the
design-cost estimates based on the system design which must sub-
sequently be submitted to the Federal Inspector. The applicant
shall, however, submit to the FPC for approval on a timely basis
all components of construction work in progress.

* 3. Neither the successful applicant nor any purchaser of Alas-
ka gas for transportation through the system of the successful ap-
plicant shall be allowed to make use of any tanff by which or any
other agreement by which the purchaser or ultimate consumer of
Prudhoe Bay natural gas is compelled to pay a fee, surcharge, or
other payment in relation to the Alaska natural gas transportation
system at any time prior to competition and commissioning of oper-
ation of the system.

*4. The Alcan Pipeline Company, or its successor, and the
Northern Border Pipeline, or its successor, shall be publicly held
corporations or general or limited partnerships, open to ownership
participation by all persons without discrimination, except produc-
ers of Alaskan natural gas.

V. Antitrust

* 1. The successful applicant shall exclude and prohibit produc-
ers of significant amounts of Alaska gas, or their subsidianes and
affiliates, from participating in the ownership of the Alaska natural
gas transportation system, except that such producers may provide
guarantees for project debt. The aforesaid producers of Alaska gas
may not be equity members of the sponsoring consortium, have any
voting power in the project, have any role i1n the management or
operations of the project, have any continuing financial obligation
in relation to debt guarantees associated with initial project financ-
ing after the project is completed and the tariff is put into effect,
or impose conditions on the guarantees of project debt permitted

* This provision hus been modified by Public Law 97-93 (Dec. 15, 1981; 95 Stat. 1204). The
modification is set forth in the President’s findings and proposed waivers of law, and is shown
on page 334 of this volume of the compilstion.
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above which may give rise to competitive abuse, including power to
veto pro-competitive policies.

2. All agreements for the sale of Alaska gas made between the
aforesaid producers and purchasers who are shippers through the
Alaska natural gas transportation system shall be fully disclosed to
the Federal Power Commission, and all collateral agreements made
between the same parties with respect to the sale of Alaska gas
shall also be fully disclosed. All contracts for sale of Alaska gas, for
all collateral agreements to these contracts, shall be submitted for
approval by the Federal Power Commission.

V1. Certification of facilities

1. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of public convenience
and necessity to Northern Border Pipeline or to Pacific Gas Trans-
mission Company, the Secretary of Energy shall certify to the Fed-
eral Power Commission whether there has been any material
change in the facts regarding future potential gas supplies for the
East or West since the date of this Decision that would warrant
certification of such facilities at a different rated capacity than au-
thorized herein. If the Secretary certifies that there has been a ma-
terial change in the facts, he shall instead certify to the Commis-
sion the capacity at which he has determined a certificate of public
convenience and necessity should be issued and the reasons there-
for, which capacity shall be determined in a manner that is as con-
sistent as possible with the reasons for the initial authorization, as
set forth in the Report submitted to the Congress pursuant to Sec-
tion 7(b) of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act, Public Law
94-586. The certificate issued by the FPC shall be consistent with
the Secretary’s determination.

ENFORCEMENT

To enforce the terms and conditions proposed above, and to
carry out the duties of the office assigned and set forth by section
7(a)(5)(A)<E) of ANGTA, an appropriate and qualified individual
shall be appointed by the President to serve as the Federal Inspec-
tor, with the advice and consent of the Senate. Upon approval of
the Presidential designation of an Alasks patural gas transpor-
tation system, the Federal Inspector shall:

(A) establish a joint surveillance and monitoring agree-
ment, approved by the President, with the State of Alaska
similar to that in effect during construction of the trans-Alaska
oil pipeline to monitor the construction of the approved trans-
portation system within the State of Alaska; :

(B) monitor compliance with applicable laws and the terms
and conditions of any applicable certificate, rights-of-way, per-
mit, lease, or other authorization issued or granted;

(C) monitor actions taken to assure timely completion of
construction schedules and the achievement of quality of con-
struction, cost control, safety, and environmental protection ob-
Jectives and the results obtained therefrom;

(D) have the power to compel, by subpaena if necessary,
submission of such information as he deems necessary to carry
out his responsibilities; and

v
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(E) keep the President and the Congress currently in-
formed on any significant departures from compliance and
issue quarterly reports to the President and the Congress con-
cerning existing or potential failures to meet construction
schedules or other factors which may delay the construction
and initial operation of the system and the extent to which
quality of construction, cost control, safety and environmental

rotection objectives have been achieved.

fn addition to these duties and responsibilities, the President
will submit to Congress, upon approval of the Presidential decision,
a limited executive reorganization plan to transfer to the Federal
Inspector field-level supervisory authority over enforcement of
terms and conditions from those Federal agencies having statutory
responsibilities over various aspects of an Alaska natural gas
transportation system. The respective Federal agencies would re-
tain their existing statutory authority pursuant to section 9(a) of
ANGTA, to issue on an expedited basis the necessary certificates,
permits, rights-of-way and other authorizations, and to prescribe
any appropriate terms and conditions that are permissible under
present law. The Agency Authorized Officers would directly rep-
resent the statutory authority of the respective Federal agencies in
the field on all matters pertaining to construction of the pipeline.
However, the Federal Inspector would have the necessary field-
level supervisory authority to overrule the enforcement action of an
Agency Authorized Officer, whenever the Federal Inspector deter-
mined that such a decision was warranted.

The President’s supervision of the Federal Inspector will be
carried out by an Executive Policy Board. The Board would be
made up of the Secretaries of the Interior, Energy, Transportation,
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers, or their Deputies (or senior
officers who have been delegated authority over gas pipeline mat-
ters), as well as the Federal Inspector, who is the non-voting Chair-
man of the Board. The Board will provide policy guidance to the
Federal Inspector, and act as an appellate body to resplve dif-
ferences among the agencies and the Federal Inspector, including
differences that may arise when the Federal Inspector overrules an
enforcement action of an Agency Authorized Sﬁcer. The Board
shall expeditiously resolve any such appeal with a limited period
of time that shall be prescribed. The }l)’resident will authonize by
Executive Order the creation of the Executive Policy Board pursu-
ant to his power under Section 301 of Title 3, and will delegate the
necessary authority to the Board to carry out its functions. The
Board shall be paramount for policy-making purposes on all mat-
ters pertaining to construction of an Alaskan natural gas transpor-
tation systein; the Federal Inspector shall be the agent or conduit
of the Board in such matters, and shall also have the necessary su-
pervisory power over field level decisions.

SECTION 6—PRICING OF ALASKA Gas

_Final financing for an Alaska natural gas transportation
ErO)ect cannot be arranged until the producer-owners of the
rudhoe Bay Gas execute sales contracts. Without such contracts,
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no gas can be transported, and financing consequently would be
unobtainable. Producers cannot be expected to negotiate sales con-
tracts until a price has been established with a reasonable degree
of certainty. If this project is to proceed expeditiously, the field
price of the gas should be established as soon as possible.

Because no contracts for gas sales in interstate commerce have
been concluded and submitted to the FPC for approval, the FPC
has not, to date, attempted to determine the costs of providing the
ges in order to establish what might be a just and reasonabie (cost-
based) wellhead price. The FPC, in fact, has excluded the Alaska
gas from its national rate proceedmgs, Alaska costs and related re-
serve data have been excluded from all statistics underlying FPC
rate determinations.

Alaska gas is produced in association with oil; therefore, it is
impossible to determine precisely the costs of finding, developing
and producing only the gas. Cost allocation and, therefore, cost-
based pricing is somewhat arbitrary. Because of the difficult and
arbitrary nature of the allocation problem, the FPC in recent years
has priced gas on the basis of the cost of only nonassociated gas
in each producing area, and then allowed the same price to be paid
for associated gas produced in that area as well. Were the FPC to
initiate a price proceeding under the Natural Gas Act, it is ex-
pected that its procedures and subsequent litigation over cost allo-
" cation and other matters would Lkely exceed a period of 18
months.

The Administration’s proposed National Energy Act is before
the Congress. That Act provides a basis for moving from cost-based
pricing to commodity-value pricing. That transition is essential to
restoring the balance between natural gas supply and demand.
Under the gas pricing provisions in the National Energy Plan,
Alaska gas would be classified as “old gas under a new contract”
subject to a $1.45 per mcf ceiling price.

If, on the other hand, proposals to deregulate natural gas pre-
vail, serious uncertainties and delays concerning the development
of any Alaska natural gas transportation project could result. If
producers are inclined to insist on prices of st 00 per mcf or higher,
questions concerning the saleability of the gas and the
financeability of the project will arise. Such price levels could result
in an additional $20 billion in consumer charges, as well as the
added costs of any delays in project construction.

This decision, therefore, calls for enactment of a gas pricing ap-
proach similar to 'that contained in the National Energy Plan. That
approach also provides a mechanism for allocating the cost of more
expensive supplies to lower-priority users, rather than the residen-
tial and commercial users who have less capacity to convert to
other fuels. The gas pricing policies which are part of the National
Energy Plan are fair and equitable, and should apply to both the
production and sale of Alaska gas.
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SECTION 7—AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND CANADA ON PRINCIPLES APPLICABLE TO A NORTHERN NATU-

RAL GAS PIPELINE

The Government of the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of Canada,

Desiring to advance the national economic and energy interests
and to maximize related industrial benefits of each country,
through the construction and operation of a pipeline system to pro-
vide for the transportation of natural gas from Alaska and from
Northern Canada,

Hereby agree to the following principles for the construction
and operation of such a system:

1. PIPELINE ROUTE

The construction and operation of a pipeline for the trans-
mission of Alaska patural gas will be along the route set forth in
Annex ], such pipeline being hereinafter referred to as “the Pipe-
line”.-All necessary action will be taken to authorize the construc-
tion and operation of the Pipeline in accordance with the principles
set out in this Agreement.

2. EXPEDITIOUS CONSTRUCTION; TIMETABLE

(a) Both Governments will take measures to ensure the prompt
issuance of all necessary permits, licenses, certificates, rights-of-
way, leases and other authorizations required for the expeditious
construction and commencement of operation of the Pipehne, with
a view to commencing construction according to the following time-

table:
Alaska—January 1, 1980.
Yukon—main line pipe laying January 1, 1981.
Other construction in Canada to provide for timely comple-

tion of the Pipeline to enable initial operation by January 1,

1983. ‘

(b) All charges for such permits, licenses, certificates, nghts-of-
wag, leases and other authorizations will be just and reasonable
and apply to the Pipeline in the same nondiscriminatory manner
as to any other similar pipeline.

(c) Both Governments will take measures necessary to facili-
tate the etgeditious and efficient construction of the Pipeline, con-
sistent with the respective regulatory requirements of each coun- .

try.
3. CAPACITY OF PIPELINE AND AVAILABILITY OF GAS

(a) The initial capacity of the Pipeline will be sufficient to
meet, when required, the contractual requirements of United
States shippers and of Canadian shippers. It is contemplated that
this cagacxty will be 2.4 billion cubic feet per day (bcfd) for Alaska
gas and 1.2 bcfd for northern Canadian gas. At such time as a lat-
eral gxpelme transmitting Northern Canadian gas, hereinafter re-
ferred to as “the Dempster Line”, is to be connected to the Pipeline
or at any time additional pipeline capacity is needed to meet the
contractual requirements of United States or Canadian shippers,
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the required authorizations will be provided, subject to regulatory
requirements, to expand the capacity of the Pipeline in an efficient
manner to meet those contractual requirements. '
(b) The shippers on the Pipeline will, upon demonstration that
an amount of Canadian gas equal on a British Thermal Unit (BTU)
replacement value basis will be made available for contempora-
neous export to the United States, make available from Alaska gas
transmitted through the Pipeline, gas to meet the needs of remote
users in the Yukon and in the provinces through which the Pipe-
line passes. Such replacement gas will be treated as hydrocarbons
in transit for purposes of the Agreement between the Government
of Canada and the Government of the United States of America
concerning Transit Pipelines, hereinafter referred to as “the Tran-
sit Pipeline Treaty”. The shippers on the Pipeline will not incur
any cost for provision of such Alaska gas except those capital costs
arising from the following provisions:

(i) the owner of the Pipeline in the Yukon will make ar-
rangements to provide gas to the communities of Beaver Creek,
Burwash Landing, Destruction Bay, Haines Junction,
Whitehorse, Teslin, Upper Liard and Watson Lake at a total
cost to the owner of the Pipeline not to exceed Canadian $2.5
million;

(ii) the owner of the Pipeline in the Yukon will make ar-
rangements to provide gas to such other remote communities
in the Yukon as may request such gas within a period of two
vears following commencement of operation of the Pipeline at
a cost to the owner not to exceed the product of Canadian
82500 and the number of customers in the communities, to a
maximum total cost of Canadian $2.5 million.

4. FINANCING

(a) It is understood that the construction of the Pipeline will
be privately financed. Both Governments recognize that the compa-
nies owning the Pipeline in each country will have to demonstrate -
to the satisfaction of the United States or the Canadian Govern-

. ment, as applicable, that protections against risk of non-completion

and interruption are on 8 basis acceptable to that Government be-
gore proof of financing is established and construction allowed to
egin.

(b) The two Governments recognize the importance of con-
structing the Pipeline in a timely way and under effective cost con-
trols. Therefore, the return on the equity investment in the Pipe-
line will be based on a variable rate of return for each company
owning a segment of the Pipeline, designed to provide incentives to
avoid cost overruns and to minimize costs consistent with sound
pipeline management. The base for the incentive program used for
establishing the appropriate rate of return will be the capital costs
used in measunng cost overruns as set forth in Annex I11.

(c) It is understood that debt instruments issued in connection
with the financing of the Pipeline in Canada will not contain any
provision, apart from normal trust indenture restrictions generally
applicable in the pipeline industry, which would prohibit, limit or
inhijbit the financing of the construction of the Dempster Line; nor
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will the variable rate of return provisions referred to in subpara-
graph (b) be continued to the detriment of financing the Dempster
Line.

5. TAXATION AND PROVINCIAL UNDERTAKINGS

(a) Both Governments reiterate their commitments as set forth
in the Transit Pipeline Treaty with respect to non-discriminatory
taxation, and take note of the statements issued by Governments
of the Provinces of British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan,
attached hereto as Annex V, in which those Governments under-
take to ensure adherence to the provisions of the Transit Pipeline
Treaty with respect to non-interference with throughput and to
non-discriminatory treatment with respect to taxes, fees or other
monetary charges on either the Pipeline or throughput.

(b) With respect to the Yukon Property Tax imposed on or for
the use of the Pipeline the following principles apply:

(1) The maximum level of the property tax, and other di-
rect taxes having an incidence exclusively, or virtually exclu-
sively, on the Pipeline, including taxes on gas used as compres-
sor fuel, imposed by the Government of the Yukon Territory or
any public authority therein on or for the use of the Pipeline,
herein referred to as “the Yukon Property Tax”, will not exceed
$30 million Canadian per year adjusted annually from 1983 by
the Canadian Gross National Product price deflator as deter-
mined by Statistics Canada, nereinafter referred to as the GNP
price deflator.

(ii) For the period beginning January 1, 1980, and ending
on December 31 of the year in which leave to open the Pipeline
is granted by the appropriate regulatory authority, the Yukon
Property Tax will not exceed the following:

1980—8$5 million Canadian.

1981—$10 million Canadian.

1982—8$20 million Canadian.

Any subsequent year to which this provision applies—
$25 million Canadian.

(1) The Yukon Property Tax formula described in sub-
paragraph (b}i) will apply from January 1 after the year in
which Jeave to open the Pipeline is granted by the appropriate
regulatory authority until the date that is the earlier of the fol-
lowing, hereinafter called the tax termination date:

(A) December 31, 2008, or
(B) December 31 of the year in which leave to open the

Dempster Line is granted by the appropriate regulatory

authority.

(iv) Subject to subparagraph (bXiii), if for the year ending
on December 31, 1987, the percentage increase of the aggre-
gate per capita revenue derived from all property tax levied by
any public authority in the Yukon Territory (excluding the
Yukon Property Tax) and grants to municipalities and .
Improvement Districts from the Government of the Yukon Ter-
ritory as compared to aggregate per capita revenue derived
from such sources for 1983 is greater than the percentage in-
crease for 1987 of the Yukon Property Tax as compared to the
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Yukon Property Tax for 1983, the maximum level of the Yukon
Property Tax for 1987 may be increased to equal the amount
it would have reached had it increased over the period at the
same rate as the aggregate per capita revenue.

(v) If for any year in the period commencing January 1,
1988, and ending on the tax termination date, the annual per-
centage increase of the aggregate per capita revenue denved
from all property tax levied by any public authority in the
Yukon Terntory (excluding the Yukon Property Tax) and
grants to municipalities and Local Improvement Districts from
the Government of the Yukon Territory as compared to the ag-
gregate per capita revenue derived from such sources for the
immediately precedin& “i'ear exceeds the percentage increase
for that year of the on Property Tax as compared tc the
Yukon Property Tax for the immediately preceding year, the
maximum level of the Yukon Property Tax for that year may
be adjusted by the percentage increase of the aggregate per
capita revenue in place of the percentage increase that other-
wise might apply. .

(vi) The provisions of subparagraph (bXi) will apply to the
value of the Pipeline for the capacities contemplated in this
Agreement. The Yukon Property Tax will increase for the addi-
tional facilities beyond the aforesaid contemplated capacity in
direct proportion to increase in the gross asset value of the
Pipeline.

- (vii) In the event that between the date of this Agreement
and January 1, 1983, the rate of the Alaska property tax on
pipelines, taking into account the mill rate and the method of
valuation, increases by a percentage greater than the cumu-
lative percentage increase in the Canadian GNP deflator over
the same period, there may be an adjustment on January 1,
1983, to the amount of $30 million Canadian described in sub-
paragraph (bXi) of the Yukon Property Tax to reflect this dif-
ference. In defining the Alaska property tax for purposes of
this Agreement, the definition of the Yukon Property Tax will
apply mutatis mutandis.

(viii) In the event that, for any year during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (ui), the annual rate of the Alaska
property tax on or for the use of the Pipeline in Alaska in-
creases by a percentage over that imposed for the immediate
preceding year that is greater than the increase in percentage
of the Yukon Property Tax for the year, as adjusted, from that
applied to the immediately preceding year, the Yukon Property
Tax may be increased to reflect the percentage increase of the
Alaska property tax.

(ix) It is understood that indirect socioeconomic costs in
the Yukon Territory will not be reflected in the cost-of-service
to the United States shippers other than through the Yukon
Property Tax. It is further understood that no public authority
will require creation of a special fund or funds in connection
with construction of the Pipeline in the Yukon, financed in a
manner which is reflected in the cost of service to U.S. ship-
pers, other than through the Yukon Property Tax. However,
should public authorities in the State of Alaska require cre-
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ation of a special fund or funds, financed by contributions not

fully reimbursable, in connection with construction of the Pipe-

line in Alaska, the Governments of Canada or the Yukon Terri-
tory will have the right to take similar action.

(c) The Government of Canada will use its best endeavors to
ensure that the level of any property tax imposed by the Govern-
ment of the Northwest Territories on or for the use of that part of
the Dempster Line that is within the Northwest Territories is rea-
sonably comparable to the level of the property tax imposed by the
Government of the Yukon Territory on or for the use of that part
of the Dempster Line that is in the Yukon.

6. TARIFFS AND COST ALLOCATION

It is agreed that the following principles will apply for pur-
poses of cost allocation used in determining the cost of service ap-
plicable to each shipper on the Pipeline in Canada:

(a) The Pipeline in Canada and the Dempster Line will be di-
vided into zones as set forth in Annex II. Except for fuel and except
for Zone 11 (the Dawson-Whitehorse portion of the Dempster Line),
the cost of service to each shipper in each zone will be determined
on the basis of volumes as set forth in transportation contracts.
The volumes used to assign these costs will reflect the original
BTU content of Alaskan gas for U.S. shippers and Northern Cana-
dian gas for Canadian shippers, and will make allowance for the
change in heat content as the result of commingling. Each shipper
will provide volumes for line losses and line pack in proportion to
the contracted volumes transported in the zone. Each shipper will
provide fuel requirements in relation to the volume of his gas being
carried and to the content of the gas as it affects fuel consumption.

(b) It is understood that, to avoid increased construction and
operating costs for the transportation of Alaskan gas, the Pipeline
will follow a southern route through the Yukon along the Alaska
Highway rather than a northern route through Dawson City and
along the Klondike Highway. In order to provide alternative bene-
fits for the transportation of Canadian gas to replace those benefits
that would have been provided by the northern route through Daw-
son City, U.S. shippers will participate in the cost of service in
Zone 11. It is agreed that if cost overruns on construction of the
Pipleline in Canada do not exceed filed costs set forth in Part D
of Annex III by more than 35 percent, U.S. shippers will pay the
full cost of service in Zone 11. U.S. shipper participation will de-
cline if overruns on the Pipeline in Canada exceed 35 percent; how-
ever, at the minimum the U.S. shippers’ share will be the greater
of either two-thirds of the cost of service or the proportion of con-
tracted Alaska gas in relation to all contracted gas carried in the
Pipeline. The proportion of the cost of service borme by U.S. ship-
pers in Zone 11 will be reduced should overruns on the cost of con-
struction in that Zone exceed 35 percent after allowance for the
benefits to U.S. shippers derived from Pipeline construction cost
savings in other Zones. Notwithstanding the foregoing, at the mini-
mum, the U.S. shippers’ share will be th= geater of either two-
thirds of the cost of service or the proportion of contracted Alaska
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gas in relation to all contracted gas carried in the Pipeline. Details
of this allocation of cost-of-service are set out in Annex III.

(¢) Notwithstanding the principles in subparagraphs (a) and
(b), in the event that the total volume of gas offered for shipment
exceeds the efficient capacity of the Pipeline, the method of cost al-
location for the cost of service for shipments of Alaskan gas (mini-
mum entitlement 2.4 befd) or Northern Canadian gas (minimum
entitlement 1.2 befd) in excess of the efficdent capacity of the Pipe-
line will be subject to review and subsequent agreement by both
Governments; provided however that shippers of either country
may transport additional volumes without such review and agree-

) ment, but subject to appropriate regulatory approval, if such trans-

portation does not lead to a higher cost of service or share of Pipe-
line fuel requirements attributable to shippers of the other country.

(d) It is agreed that Zope 11 costs of service allocated to U.S.
shippers will not include costs additional to those attributable to a
pipe size of 42 inches. It is understood that in Zones 10 and 11 the
Dempster Line will be of the same gauge and diameter and similar
in other respects, subject to differences in terrain. Zone 11 costs
will include only facilities installed at the date of issuance of the
leave to open order, or that are added within three years there-
after.

7. SUPPLY OF GOODS AND SERVICES

(a) Having regard to the objectives of this Agreement, each
Government will endeavor to ensure that the supply of goods and
services to the Pipeline project will be on generally competitive
terms. Elements to be taken into account in weighing competitive-
ness will include price, reliability, servicing capacity and delivery
schedules.

() It is understood that through the coordination procedures
in Paragraph 8 below, either Government may institute consulta-
tions with the other in particular cases where it may appear that
the objectives of subpargraph (a) are not being met. Remedies to
be considered would include the renegotiation of contracts or the
reopening of bids.

8. COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION

Each Government will designate a senior official for the pur-
pose of carrying on periodic consultations on the implementaton of
these principles relating to the construction and operation of the
Pipeline. The designated senior officials may, in turn, designate ad-
ditional representatives to carry out such consultations, which rep-
resentatives, individually or as a group, may make recommenda-
tions with respect to particular disputes or other matters, and may
take such other action as may be mutually agreed, for the purpose
of facilitating the construction and operation of the Pipeline.

9. REGULATORY AUTHORITIES: CONSULTATION

The réspective regulatory authorities of the two Governments
will consult from time to time on relevant matters arising under
this Agreement, particularly on the matters referred to in para-
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graphs 4, 5 and 6, relating to tariffs for the transpoftation of gas
through the Pipeline.

10. TECHNICAL STUDY GROUP ON PIPE

(a) The Governments will establish a technical study group for
the purpose of testing and evaluating 54-inch 1120 pounds per
square inch (psi), 48-inch 1260 psi, and 48-inch 1680 psi pipe or
any other combination of pressure and diameter which would
achieve safety, reliability and economic efficiency for operation of
the Pipeline. It is understood that the decision relating to pipeline
specifications remains the responsibility of the appropriate regu-
latory authorities.

(b) It is agreed that the efficient pipe for the volumes con-
templated (including reasonable provision for expansion), subject to
appropriate regulatory authorization, will be installed from the
point of interconnection of the Pipeline with the Dempster Line
near Whitehorse to the point near Caroline, Alberta, where the
Pipeline bifurcates into a western and an eastern leg.

11. DIRECT CHARGES BY PUBLIC AUTHORITIES

(a) Consultation will take place at the request of either Gov-
ernment to consider direct charges by public authorities imposed on
the Pipeline where there is an element of doubt as to whether such
charges should be included in the cost of service.

(b) It is understood that the direct charges imposed by public
authorities requiring approval by the appropriate regulatory au-
thority for inclusion in the cost of service will be subject to all of
the tests required by the appropriate legislation and will include

only:

(1) those charges that are considered by the regulatory au-
thority to be just and reasonable on the basis of accepted regu-
latory practice, and .

(1) those charges of a nature that would normally be paid
by a natural gas pipeline in Canada. Examples of such charges
are listed in Annex IV. .

12. OTHER COSTS ‘
It is understood that there will be no charges on the Pipeline

having an effect on the cost of service other than those:
(i) imposed by a public suthority as contemplated in this
Agreement or in accordance with the Transit Pipeline Treaty,

or -
(ii) caused by Acts of God, other unforeseen circumstances,

or
(iii) normally paid by natural gas pipelines in Canada in
accordance with accepted regulatory practice.

13. COMPLIANCE WITH TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The principles applicable directly to the construction, operation
and expansion of the Pipeline will be implemented through the im-
position by the two Governments of appropriate terms and condi-
tions in the granting of required authorizations. In the event of
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subsequent non-fulfillment of such a term or condition by an owner
of the Pipeline, or by any other private person, the two Govern-
ments will not have responsibility therefor, but will take such ap-
propriate action as is required to cause the owner to remedy or
mitigate the consequences of such non-fullfillment. '

14. LEGISLATION

The two Governments recognize that legislation will be re-
quired to implement the provisions of this Agreement. In this re-
gard, they will expeditiously seek all required legislative authority
so as to facilitate the timely and efficient construction of the Pipe-
line and to remove any delays or impediments thereto.

15. ENTRY INTO FORCE

This Agreement will become effective upon signature and shall
remain in force for a period of 35 years and thereafter until termi-
nated upon 12 months’ notice given in writing by one Government
to the other, provided that those provisions of the Agreement re-
quiring legislative action will become effective upon exchange of no-
tification that such legislative action has been completed.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned representatives,
duly authorized by their respective Governments, have signed this

Agreement.

DONE in duplicate at Ottawa in the English and French lan-
guages, both versions being equally authentic, this ————— day
of , 19717,

For the Government For the Government
of the United States: of Canada:
ANNEX 1
THE PIPELINE ROUTE
In Alaska:

The Pipeline constructed in Alaska by Alcan will commence at
the discharge side of the Prudhoe Bay Field gas plant facilities. It
will parallel the Alyeska oil pipeline southward on the North Slope
of Alaska, cross the Brooks Range through the Atigun Pass, and
continue on to Delta Junction.

’ At Delta Junction, the Pipeline will diverge from the Alyeska
oil pipeline and follow the Alaska Highway and Haines oil products
pipeline passing near the towns of Tanacross, Tok, and Northway
Junction in Alaska The Alcan facilities will connect with the pro-
posed new facilities of Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. at
the Alaska-Yukon border.

In Canada:

In Canada the Pipeline will commence at the Boundary of the
State of Alaska, and the Yukon Territory in the vicinity of the
towns of Border City, Alaska and Boundary, Yukon. The following
describes the general routing of the Pipeline in Canada:
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From the Alaska-Yukon border, the Foothills Pipe Lines (South
Yukon) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline will proceed in a southerly di-
rection generally along the Alaska Highway to a point near
Whitehorse, Yukon, and thence to a point on the Yukon-British Co-
lumbia border near Watson Lake, Yukon, where it will join with
the Foothills Pipe Lines (North B.C.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline.

The Foothills Pipe Lines (North B.C.) Ltd. portion of the Pipe-
line will extend from Watson Lake in a southeasterly direction
across the north eastern part of the Province of British Columbia
to a point on the boundary between the Provinces of British Colum-
bia and Alberta near Boundary Lake where it will interconnect
with the Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline.

The Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline will
extend from a point on the Brnitish Columbia-Alberta boundary
near Boundary Lake in a southeasterly direction to Gold Creek and
thence paralle] to the existing right-of-way of the Alberta Gas
Trunk Line Company Limited to James River near Caroline.

From James River a “western leg” will proceed in a southerly
direction, generally following the exsting nght-of-way of the Al-
berta Gas Trunk Line Company Limited to a point on the Alberta-
British Columbia boundary near Coleman in the Crow’s Nest Pass
area. At or near Coleman the Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd. por-
tion of the Pipeline will interconnect with the Foothills Pipe Lines
(South B.C.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline.

The Foothills Pipe Lines (South B.C.) Ltd. portion of the Pipe-
line will extend from a point on the Alberta-British Columbia
boundary near Coleman in a southwesterly direction across British
Columbia generally parallel to the existing pipeline facilities of Al-
berta Natural Gas Company Ltd. to a point on the International
Boundary Line between Canada and the United States of America
at or near Kingsgate in the Province of British Columbia where it
will interconnect with the facilities of Pacific Gas Transmission
Company.

Also, from James River, an “eastern leg” will proceed in a-
southeasterly direction to a point on the Alberta-Saskatchewan
boundary near Empress Alberta where it will interconnect with the
Foothills Pipe Lines (Sask.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline. The Foot-
hills Pipe Lines (Sask.) Ltd. portion of the Pipeline will extend in
a southeasterly direction across Saskatchewan to a point on the
International Boundary Line between Canada and the United
States of America at or near Monchy, Saskatchewan where it will
interconnect with the facilities of Northern Border Pipeline Com-

pany.
ANNEX 1T

Z0NES FOR THE PIPELINES AND THE DEMPSTER LINE IN CANADA

Zope 1: Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd.—Alaska
Boundary to point of interconnection with the Dempster Line at or

near Whitehorse. : -
Zone 2: Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd —Whitehorse to
Watson Lake. .
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Zone 3: Foothills Pipe Lines (North B.C.) Ltd.—Watson Lake to
point of interconnection with Westcoast’s main pipeline near Fort
Nelson.

Zone 4: Foothills Pipe Lines (North B.C) Ltd.—Point of inter-
connection with Westcoast’s main pipeline near Fort Nelson to the
Alberta-B.C. border.. ,

Zone 5: Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd —Alberta-B.C. border
to point of bifurcation near Caroline, Alberta.

Zone 6: Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta.) Ltd.—Caroline, Alta. to Al-
berta-Saskatchewan border near Empress.

Zone 7: Foothills Pipe Lines (Alta) Ltd.—Caroline to Alberta-
B.C. border near Coleman.

Zone 8: Foothills Pipe Lines (South B.C.) Ltd.—Alberta-B.C.
border near Coleman to B.C.-U.S. border near Kingsgate.

Zone 9: Foothills Pipe Lines (Sask.) Ltd.—Alberta-Saskatche-
wan border near Empress to Saskatchewan-U.S. border near
Monchy.

Zone 10: Foothills Pipe Lines (North Yukon) Ltd. —Mackenzie
Delta Gas fields in the Mackenzie Delta, NW.T. to a point near
the junction of the Klondike and Dempster highways just west of
Dawson, Yukon Territory.

Zone 11: Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd.—A point near
the junction of the Klontﬁke and Dempster highways near Dawson
to the connecting point with the Pipeline at or near Whitehorse.

ANNEX 1

COST ALLOCATION IN ZONE 11

The cost of service in Zone 11 shall be allocated to United
States shippers on the following basis:

(i? ere will be calculated, in accordance with (iii) below,
a percentage for Zones 1-9 in total by dividing the actual cap-
ital costs by the filed capital costs and multiplying by 100. If
actual capital costs are equal to or less than 135% of filed cap-
ital costs, then United States shippers will pay 100% of the
cost of service in Zone 11. If actuafe capital costs in Zones 1-
9 are between 135% and 145% of filed capital costs, then the
percentage paid by United States ship will be adjusted be-
tween 100% and 66%4% on a straight-line basis, except that in
no case will the portion of cost of service paid by United States
shippers be less than the proportion of the contracted volumes
of Alaskan gas at the Alasﬁa- ukon border to the same volume
of Alaskan gas plus the contracted volume of Northern Cana-
dian gas. If the actual capital costs are equal to or exceed 145%
of filed capital costs, the portion of the cost of gervice paid by
United States shippers will be not less than 66%% or the pro-
portion as calculated above, whichever is the greater.

(11) There will be calculated a percentage for the cost-over-
run on the Dawson to Whitehorse lateral (Zone 11). After de-
termining the dollar value of the overrun, there will be de-
ducted from it: '

(a) the dollar amount by which actdal capital costs in
zones 1, 7, 8 and 9 ( U.S. gas only) are less than

135% of filed capital costs r ferred to in (ili) below;

.
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(b) in each of Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 the dollar amount
by which actual capital costs are less than 135% of filed
capital costs referred to in (iii) below, mulﬁghed by the
proportion that the U.S. contracted volume bears to the
total contracted volume in that zone. :

If the actual capital costs in Zone 11, after making this adjust-
ment, are equal to or less than 135% of filed capital costs, then
no adjustment is required to the percentage of the cost of serv-
ice paid by United States shippers as calculated in (i) above.
If, however, after making this adjustment, the actual capital
cost in Zone 11 is greater than 135% of the filed capital cost,
then the proportion of the cost of service paid by United States
shippers wﬂr be a fraction (not exceeding 1) of the percentage
of the cost of service calculated in (i) above, where the numera-
tor of the fraction is 135% of the filed capital cost and the de-
nominator of the fraction is actual capital cost less the adjust-
ments from (a) and (b) above. Notwithstanding the adjust-
ments outlined above, in no case will the percentage of the ac-
tual cost of service borne by United States shippers be less
than the greater of 66%% or the proportion of the contracted
volumes of Alaskan gas at the Alaska-Yukon border to the
same volume of Alaskan gas plus the contracted volume of
Northern Canadian gas.

(iii) The “filed capital cost” to be applied to determine cost
overruns for the purpose of cost allocation in (i) and (ii) above
will be:

“Filed Capital Cost” Estimates for the Pipeline in Canada

{millions of canadian dollars)
The Pipeline in Canada (Zones 1-9):!

48°—1,260 ]b. pressure pipeline ......cooociimiiiiiieececer e 3,873
or 48"—1,680 1b. pressure pipeline ... 4,418
or 54°—1,120 1b. pressure pipeline ..., 4,234

! These filed capital costs include and are based upon (8) a 1,260 pei, 45-inch line from the
Alaskas-Yukon border to the point of possible interconnection nesr itehorse; (b) & 1,260 pai,
48-inch; or 1,680 pei, 48-inch; or 1,120 pei 54-inch line from the point of ible interconpection
pear Whitehorse to Caroline Junction; (c) & 42-inch line from Carcline Junction to the Canada-
U.S. border near Monchy, Saskatchewan; and (d) a 86-inch line from Carvline Junction to the
Cannds.US. border near Ki ste, British Columbia These costs are escalated for a date of
commencement of operations of Japuary ], 1983,

“Filed Capital Cost™ Estimates for the Pipeline in Canada

[millions of canadian dollars]
Zone 11 of the Dempster line: 2

30"—Section of Dempster line from Whitehorse to Dawson .............. .~ b49
or 36"—Section of Dempster line from Whitshorse to Dawson ........... . 585
or 42°—Sectiop of Dempater line from Whitehorse to Dawson .......... . 705

The coets are escalated for & date of commencement of operations of January 1, 1885.

Details for Zones 1-9 are shown in the following table:
FILED CAPITAL COSTS FOR THE PIPELINE IN CANADA

n milions of Canackan Gotiass)
2ore ’ G I X0pe "1\ S0pF M 11D po
El
1 07 n? 07
2 ™ ) 805
3 8 850 83
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FILED CAPITAL COSTS FOR THE PIPELINE IN CANADA—Continued
I milions of Canacian dolan)

2one 4 1X0pd & 10ps N 11X pe

4 380 488 456
H 677 859 813
6 26 236 236
7 126 126 126
8 8 83 83
9 205 205 205
Total zones, 10 9 1873 4418 42U

'The st corrprasson Ration 0 Zone § incloies faciises 1 provide QOMpragsion W © 1440 pel

It is recognized that the above are estimates of capital costs.
They do not include working capital, property taxes or the provi-
sion for road maintenance in the Yukon Territory (not to exceed
$30 million Canadian). -

If at the time construction is authorized, both Governments
have agreed to a starting date for the operation of the Pipeline dif-
ferent from January 1, 1983, then the capital cost estimates shall
be adjusted for the difference in time using the GNP price deflator
from January 1, 1983. Similarly at the time construction is author-
ized for the Dempster Line, if the starting date for the operation
agreed to by the Canadian Government is different from January
1, 1985, then the capital cost estimate shall be adjusted for the dif-
ference in timing using the GNP price deflator from January 1,
1985. The diameter of the pipeline in Zone 11, for purposes of cost
allocation, may be 30”7, 36" or 427, so long as the same diameter
pipe is used from the Delta to Dawson (Zone 10).

The actual capital cost, for purposes of this Annex will be the

booked cost as of the date “leave to open” is granted plus amounts
still outstanding to be accrued on a basis to be approved by the Na-
tional Energy Board. Actual capital costs will exclude working cap-
ital, property taxes, and direct charges for road maintenance of up
to $30 million Canadian in the Yukon Territory as specifically pro-
vided herein.
For purposes of this Annex above, actual capital costs wil ex-
clude the g&%at of increases in cost or delays caused by actions at-
tributable to.the U.S. shippers, related Jg gi line companies,
Alaskan Froducers, the Prudhoe Bay delivera Lﬁiy or gas condi-
tioning plant construction and the United States or State Govern-
ments. If the appropriate regulatory bodies of the two countries are
unable to agree \.:Son the amount of such costs to be excluded, the
determination shall be made in accordance with the procedures set
forth in Article IX of the Transit Pipeline Treaty.

The filed capital costs of facilities in Zones 7 and 8 will be in-
cluded in calculations pursuant to this Annex only to the extent
that such Facilities are constructed to meet the requirements of
U.S. shippers.
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ANNEX IV
DIRECT CHARGES BY PUBLIC AUTHORITIES

*1. Crossing damages (roads, railroad crossings, etc.; this item
is usually covered in the crossing permit).

* 2. Road damages caused by exceeding design load limits.

* 3. Required bridge reinforcements caused by exceeding design
load limits.

4. Airfield and airstrip repairs.

5. Drainage maintenance.

6. Erosion control.

7. Borrow pit reclamation.

8. Powerline damage.

9. Legal liability for fire damage.

10. Utility system repair (water, sewer, etc.).

11. Camp waste disposal.

12. Camp site reclamation.

13. Other items specified in environmental stipulations.

14. Costs of surveillance and related studies as required by
regulatory bodies or applicable laws.

ANNEX V

British Columbia statement

The Government of the Province of British Columbia agrees in
principle to the provisions contained in the Canada-United States
Pipeline Treaty of January 28, 1977, and furthermore British Co-
lumbia is prepared to cooperate with the Federal Government to
ensure that the provisions of the Canada-United States Treaty,
with respect to non-interference of throughput and non-discrimina-
tory treatment with respect to taxes, fees or other monetary
charges on either the pipeline or throughput, are adhered to. Spe-
cific details of this undertaking will be the subject of a Federal-Pro-
vincial Agreement to be negotiated at as early a date as possible.
Such Agreements should guarantee that British Columbia’s posi-
tion expressed in its telegram of August 31 is protected.

Alberta statement

The Government of the Province of Alberta agrees in principle
to the provisions contained in the Canada-United States Pipeline
Treaty of January 28, 1977, and furthermore, Alberta is prepared
to cooperate with the Federal Government to ensure that the provi-
sions of the Canada-United States Treaty, with respect to non-in-
terference of throughput and non-discriminatory treatment with re-
spect to taxes, fees, or other monetary charges on either the Pipe-
line or throughput, are adhered to. Specific details of this under-
taking will be the subject of a Federal-Provincial Agreement to be
negotiated when the Canada-United States protocol or understand-
ing has been finalized.

-

*In the case of these items and all other road related charges by public authorities, total
charges in the Yukon Territory shall pot exceed Canadian $30 million.
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Saskatchewan statement

The Government of Saskatchewan is willing to cooperate with
the Government of Canada to facilitate construction of the Alcan
Pipeline through southwestern Saskatchewan and, to that end, the
Government of Saskatchewan expresses its concurrence with the
principles elaborated in the Transit Pipeline Agreement signed be-
tween Canada and the United States on January 28, 1977. In so
doing, it intends not to take any discriminatory action towards
such pipelines in respect of throughput, reporting requirements,
and environmental protection, pipeline safety, taxes, fees or mone-
tary charges that it would not take against any similar pipeline
passing through its junisdiction. Further details relating to Can-
ada-Saskatchewan relations regarding the Alcan Pipeline will be
the subject of Federal-Provincial agreements to be negotiated after
a Canada-United States understanding has been finalized.

L TSV
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REPORT ACCOMPANYING A DECISION ON AN ALASKA
NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

PREFACE

The Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act (ANGTA) estab-
lished a unique and comprehensive process designed to make use
of the collective expertise of various branches and departments of
government in reaching a final decision on an Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation System. By statutory direction, after months of
hearings, the Federal Power Commission issued on May 1, 1977, a
one-volume report, Recommendation to the President, which urged
the designation of an overland pipeline system. After the FPC Re-
port, pursuant to Section 6(a) of ANGTA, ten Federal interagency
task forces were organized to report, not later than July 1, 1977,
on the impacts and considerations of an Alaska natural gas trans-
portation system. The July 1 Reports submitted by these task
forces covered the followng subjects:

1. The energy policy impacts of an Alaska natural gas
project;
. Environmental considerations;
. Sources of financing for capital costs;
. The impact on competition;
. Safety and design;
. International relations;
. National security, particularly security of supply;
. Impact on the national economy;
. Potential cost overruns and time delay; and
10. Socioeconomic impact of the transportation system.

Pursuant to Section 6(d) of ANGTA, the Council of Environ-
mental Quality submitted a report on July.1, 1977, which found
that the environmental impact statements submitted by the FPC
with respect to Alcan, pursuant to Section 5(e) of ANGTA, are le-
gally and factually sufficient.

In the preparation of this decision, all the interagency reports,
the FPC Recommendation, and many other submissions and public
comments received from Governors, local officials and other inter-
ested individuals have been carefully considered. This Report to the
Congress on an Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System, as
well as the President’s decision which precedes it, are the product
of this collective study process. As required by the Alaska Natural
Gas Transportation Act, this Report explains in detail the basis for
the decision favoring the Alcan project.

QOO INDNd WN
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CHAPTER ]—DESIRABILITY OF AN ALASKA NATURAL GAS PROJECT
NATURAL GAS SUPPLY

United States

There is currently estimated to be a potential natural gas de-
mand in the United States of 25 to 30 trllion cubic feet per year.
The U.S. will have to use every source it can to maintain the early
1970 production level of approximately 20 trillion cubic feet per
year. As our dependence on foreign sources of energy continues to
rise, the nation can use all the reasonably priced domestic natural
gas it can produce to displace oil imports. Because of its premium
nature, the more gas the U.S. produces, the more it will be able
to use.

Looking toward 1990, even under the most optimistic conserva-
tion and production assumptions, natural gas shortages are a very
real possibility, even with the delivery of Alaska gas. This is so be-
cause of the expected tapering off of domestic gas production in the
lower-48 states, and a reversal in the decline of natural gas de-
mand when conservation measures have had their full effect and
the nation experiences a renewed increase of demand growth from
normal economic activity. This situation could be further
aggrevated by the expiration and nonrepewal of Canadian gas ex-
port contracts through the 1980’s. The Alcan project maximizes our
chances for avoiding such curtailments.

The most optimistic 1985 projection for U.S. domestic produc-
tion of gas is 17.5 tcf without Prudhoe Bay gas. This is 15 percent
less production than in 1970. Yet during this same period—1970 to
1985—it is estimated that total energy demand will increase by
over 40 percent. Further, a more pessimistic but still plausible esti-
mate of the domestic resource base would reduce 1985 production
of gas by an additional 0.9 tcf per year. ,

On the demand side, it is apparent that this nation could use
all the reasonably priced natural gas it can produce. Even with the
ambitious coal conversion program proposed earlier this year by
the Administration, projections indicate that Alaska natural gas
will be needed to meet demand in the coming decade. .

Additionally, such projections do not make any allowance for
unusually cold weather, such as that experienced last winter. The
increase in gas demand last winter for space heating in the resi-
dential sector alone was estimated to be over 0.4 tcf. Under these
probabilities, gas shortages are likely in the near future and
throx;ghout the 1980’s with or without substantial new sources of
supply. .

In general, there are three economically attractive means to
supplement traditional domestic gas supplies by 1985. The first is
to accelerate OCS leasing in the Gulf of Mexico, which could
produce as much as an additional 0.2 tcf per year by 1985 and 0.6
tcf per year by 1990. The second is to import gas from Mexico,
which could be as much as 0.5 tef per year by 1985 and 0.7 tcf per
year by 1990 if the recently-announced gas sales contracts should
be completed and approved. The third is-to proceed with an Alaska
gas project.
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Proved saleable gas reserves of 20.6 to 22.8 trillion cubic feet
(tcf) in the Main Pool accumulzton in the Prudhoe Bay Field rep-
resent more than a full year of natural gas consumption at the cur-
rent consumption rate of about 17.3 tcf per year. Prudhoe Bay pro-
duction at 2.4 befd of gas will include production from other res-
ervoirs which have been identified in the field, the Kuparuk and
the Lisburne. Production at that rate would increase domestic gas
production by approximately 5 percent in the years when Alaska
gas first becomes available. Additional gas discoveries on the North
Slope, or in other areas of Alaska through which the pipeline
passes, would increase potential deliverability even further.

The certain increase in supply from an Alaska gas project is
estimated to be 0.7 tcf per year (2.0 befd) by 1985. By 1990, a vol-
ume greater than 0.9 tcf per year (2.4 befd) might be produced.

Under the best of circumstances—which assume the most opti-
mistic supply projections, demand reductions and fuel substi-
tutions—the addition of Alaska gas to domestic production will
make a substantial contribution toward closing the gap between
natural gas supply and demand. Such additional gas supplies could
~ allow some industries with special processes to continue burning
natural gas longer, and allow more residential use of natural gas,
further displacing oil imports.

By 1990, use of every conceivable supply option under any sce-
nario may still leave us with serious domestic gas shortages. By
1990, oil imports are projected to be 9.6 mmbd, provided that sup-
plemental supply sources can furnish gas in the following volumes:

0.9 tcf per year from Alaska gas;
0.7 tcf per year from Mexican gas exports;
0.6 tcf per year from accelerated OCS leasing in the Gulf
of Mexico.
Clearly, each of these gas supply options will become more desir-
able and impartant as conventional gas supplies decline in the
years after 1990.

Our best efforts will only temporarily stem the decline in con-
ventional onshore gas production in the lower-48 states. The U.S.
may increasingly need supplemental sources of gas supply to meet
demand. These will include:

Geopressurized methane;

Devonian shale;

Deeper, tighter, formations;

Coal gasification;

Imports of liquefied natural gas (LNG);
Synthetic natural gas (SNG).

Although Alaska gas will add about 5 percent to total domestic
gas production, it will be a larger proportion of supply for consum-
ers in the Middle West and on the West Coast. For these regions,
it will be between 6 and 10 percent of their supply depending on
the distribution which is reflected in the final gas sales contracts.
These volumes will be important to the availability of gas in these
regions, and should be delivered at a competitive price with other
supplemental sources of supply.
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Canada

One of the most significant effects of the Alcan project on gas
supply will be its effect on Canada’s natural gas sales policies. In
its July 4th decision on a northern pipeline project, the Canadian
National Energy Board (NEB) found that unless the project gave

Canadians access to their frontier gas reserves, Canada might not

have sufficient supplies available to fulfill its existing gas export
commitments to the U.S. If the frontier gas reserves were made
available, however, increased supplies would exist to allow continu-
ation of current export levels.

A possibility offered by the Alcan project is the effective avail-
ability of Alaska gas to the U.S. before completion of the project
through pre-delivery of Canadian gas under existing export li-
censes. The southern portions of the Alcan project could be con-
structed first, and deliveries of excess gas from Alberta could reach
as much as 1.1 bcfd by the winter of 1979-1980. As currently pro-
posed, the pre-deliveries would be repaid by reduced export com-
mitments in the late 1980's, or by time-swaps for Alaska gas. The
pre-deliveries would make extra gas available over the next few
years when the Nation faces serious and immediate natural gas
shortages, prior to the time when supply stimulation and demand
reduction measures under the National Energy Plan have had any
effect in helping bring natural gas supply and demand back into
balance.

A pre-delivery arrangement involving Alberta gas would pro-
vide stimulus to exploration for additional supplies in that province
by providing producers with additional markets for their gas. Simi-
larly, agreement on a project which brings a major pipeline effec-
tively within 500 miles of the Mackenzie Delta region should stim-
ulate further exploration activity there. If that additional explo-
ration is undertaken, the possibility of obtaining additional vol-
umes of Canadian gas in future years will be enhanced. The joint
project will thus ensure maximum availability of Canadian gas in
the near term, through continued exports under existing contracts
and possible pre-deliveries. It will also give the U.S. its best chance
of obtaining longer-term supplies of Canadian gas by providing the
impetus for broad-scale exploration programs.

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

An economic analysis of the Alaska gas projects can be made -
from both a private market perspective and from a national eco-
nomic perspective. The utility of the project from a private market
perspective is determined by whether there are less expensive al-
ternative fuels available. This depends on the field price of the gas
and the transportation cost. The reliance vpon the National Energy
Plan (NEP) for setting of a field price is discussed in Section 6 of
the Decision. For illustrative purposes here, the $1.45 price that
would be set under the NEP is used. The transportation cost of
service will be determined by the capital and operating costs of the
delivery system. The project applicants have -filed cost estimates
that produce a 20-year average cost of service which ranges from
$.80 to $1.07 per mmbtu (1975 dollars). '
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The large cost overruns of the Alryeska pipeline have raised
new concerns regarding the accuracy of base capital cost estimates
for such major projects. For the Alaska gas project, cost overrun as-
sessments have been made which allow for capital cost increases
by factors from about 1.3 to 2.0.

The expected 20-year average cost of service for the Alcan
project described in the Decision, and including an expected case 40
percent cost overrun, is estimated at approximately $1.04 per
mmbtu in constant 1975 dollars. The cost of service under similar
assumptions for the EL Paso project is $1.21 per mmbtu. The
“worst case” estimates for both projects result in a 20-year average
cost of service of about $1.80 to $2.00 per mmbtu. In addition, the
transporters (i.e., the project sponsors) will probably be required to
bear a ﬁortion of the “conditioning” or processing cost of the gas.
When the cost of service price of the Alcan project is added to a
wellhead price of $1.45 to $1.75 per mmbtu (depending on the
amount the FPC will allow producers for their processing costs),
the wholesale or “city gate” price of the gas should be about $2.50
to $2.80 per mmbtu in constant 1875 dollars. The delivered cost of
Alcan gas under three different overrun assumptions is:

20-YEAR AVERAGE ALCAN DELIVERED COST

{1975 oollars}
E£xpeqed i ower- Worgt on
Pl o . e
Faesd price $1.45 $1.45 $1.45
Processing __ 01030 Ot 020 01030
Transponation 0.80 1.04 157
Tou! 2250 2% 24510279 302 1IN

The conservatively projected costs of imported LNG and other
alternative non-conventional gas supplies would be at least $3.25
per mmbtu (in 1975 dollars). SNG would be at least $3.75 per
mmbtu. Only if there were a “worst case” cost overrun and high
processing costs would Alaska gas be more expensive than im-
ported LNG; it would still be considerably less sive than
SNG. One of the most important objectives of the Federal Govern-
ment’s involvement during the planning and construction period
will be to avoid such “worst case” overruns.

Estimates of availability and cost of gas from coal gasification
and other unconventional sources must be considered speculative’
at this time. However, as there are no confirmed estimates which
put the city gate price of marketable amounts of gas from these
sources below $3.50 to $4.00 per mmbtu, the Alcan project would
appear to be competitive for the life of the project.

The measure of the project’s value to the nation is the Net Na-
tional Economic Benefit (NNEB), which compares the present value
of real resource expenditures for the project with the present value
of its future benefits. The resource expenditures are measured by
the capital and operating expenses. The benefits are measured by
the costs of alternate fuel displaced by the gas, such as imported
oil or LNG. The benefit value which has been used for evaluating
this project is approximately $2.60 per mmbtu (1975 dollars). This
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analysis shows that both the El Paso and Alcan projects would
have neét benefits of almost $5.0 billion at the expected overrun
cost. This clearly indicates that construction of some project is pref-
erable to the no project option. Significantly, the benefits of either
project remain pasitive, although smaller, at the “worst case” cost
overrun level. Most significantly, the NNEB of the Alcan project is
over $1.1 billion more than that of El Paso under the expected
overrun case as indicated be}ow:

[ Dlors of doars]
“Expacied” “Wore cass”
[=- -4 ot
Aan proect 8y '8
£} Paso 46 7

If the resource value assumpbtion is changed to take account of
the reasonable potential for an increasing world oil price over the
25-year accounting life of the groject, or if the pnice of supple-
mental gas supplies such as SNG (now at $3.75 or more per
mmbtu) is used, and if the benefits of the project beyond its 25-year
accounting life are included, the expected case NNEB more than
doubles.

CONCLUSION

This analysis indicates the importance and superiority of the
Alcan project as compared to either the El Paso project or the no
project option. It appears that Alaska gas will be one of our cheap-
est sources of supplemental gas supply and will assure at least
near-term continuation of our access to Canadian gas supplies.

Even if we achieve the ambitious coal conversion, conservation
and production goals outlined in the National Energy Plan, Alaska
gas provides us with a needed additional resource for helping re-

uce oil imports while heating more of our homes and running
more of our factories with a premium domestically produced fuel.
If we fall short of our goals, Alaskan gas is essential in the effort
to minimize imports and help fill the gap between natural gas sup-
ply and demand.

A realistic assessment of all the supply and demand potentials
indicates that Alaska gas delivered by the Alcan system will be an
important source of energy. The Alcan project has a high expected -
net national economic benefit. It should provide transportation
services at a projected cost that will assure the sale of Alaska gas.
The Alcan pragject is both a good investment for the United States
as a matter of national energy policy, and a good investment for
the private interests that will manage and finance its construction.

CHAPTER II—FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

CONCLUSIONS

As indicated by the terms and conditions in Section 5 of the
Decision, the Alcan project is required to be privately financed. As
such, it will be the largest privately financed energy project ever
undertaken, requiring between $10 billion and $15 biﬁion by the
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time it is completed. This Chapter addresses the reasons for con-
cluding the project can be privately financed and the conditions
under which a private financing is expected to occur.

To effectuate such a private financing, a plan that equitably
and carefully balances the project’s benefits and risks is required.
The following plan to share the risks and benefits of the Alcan
project is proposed:

1. The equity investment in the project would be placed at risk
under all circumstances and the budgeted equity investment be
considered the first funds spent. The rate of return on equity would
compensate sponsors for bearing this risk.

2. Producers and the State of Alaska, as direct and major bene-
ficiaries of this project, should participate in the financing either
directly or in the form of debt guarantees.

3. The burden of cost overruns be shared by equity holders and
consumers upon completion through the application of a variable
rate of return on common equity. This would provide a strong in-
centive for the project to be constructed at the lowest possible cost.

4. Provision of debt service in the event of service interruption
would be borne by consumers through a tariff that becomes effec-
tive only after service commences.

ANALYSIS

Given the large volumes of proven reserves in the Prudhoe Bay
Oil Pool, the high degree of experience and excellent performance
record of gas pipeline transmission facilities, the support and best
efforts of Canada, and the clear need for additional natural gas
supplies throughout the United States, there is good reason to ex-
pect this project will be financed by the capital markets without
the use of consumer noncompletion agreements. This determination
takes into account the following considerations:

1. The risks associated with the construction and operation of
the Alcan project must be assumed by creditworthy parties in order
to achieve private financing. There 18 sufhcient credit support ca-
pacity among the direct beneficiaries of the project to assure com-
pletion of the pipeline without assistance m consumers. Such
beneficiaries are the gas transmission companies, gas producers,
and the State of Alaska. The benefits of these parties sufficiently
outweigh the risks associated with the project so that it is reason-
able to expect them to provide support at small additional cost to
consumers. Once operation begins, however, consumers must ex-
pect to pay the cost of service based upon certified expendi-
tures. ) :

2. To reduce uncertainty to a minimum, the Federal Govern-
ment should:

(a) Specify clearly the terms and conditions that are to be
imposed on the pipeline during its construction and operation
prior to commencement of construction;

(b) Provide a mechanism to coordinate engineering and en-
vironmental regulation and permit rapid and unambiguous
resolution of any difficulties which may be encountered;

() Provide for timely approval of outlays for incorporation

into the project’s rate bagse;
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(d) Provide a mechanism to permit a high degree of co-
operation with Canada and rapid resolution of any difficulties
which are encountered;

(e) Allow sufficient time to plan, coordinate and manage
procurement, logistics and construction.

3. To hold the total direct cost of the project to a minimum and
the project on schedule, it is desirable to: :

(a) Develop a variable rate of return on equity that pro-
vides for a realizable high return if actual costs are near or
below budget and a reduced return if cost overruns occur;

(b) Provide for similar treatment of the return on equity in
both the U.S. and Canada;

(c) Provide an incentive to the Canadian Government and
its regulatory authorities to achieve all possible cost savings
and promote management efficiency.

The Terms and Conditions in Section 5 of the Decision, along with
the Agreement on Principles included as Section 7, provides the
requisite processes and assurances for the reduction of both uncer-
tainty and costs. . :

The conclusion reached here regarding private financing with-
out consumer noncompletion guarantees differs substantially from
the position taken by most parties in the Federal Power Commis-
sion proceeding and by representatives of E]l Paso in their most re-
cent statements. These statements were made prior to the signifi-
cant steps that have been taken in recent weeks to reduce uncer-
tainty and create proper planning, control and incentives. While
the fundamental economic potential of the project has not changed,
the likelihood of achieving that potential is greater.

ALCAN FINANCIAL PLAN

The Alaska natural gas transportation project proposed by
Alcan will involve a large and comp?ex financing whic.g will be ar-
ranged prior to the commencement of construction.! In view of the
size of the project relative to the financing capacity of its sponsors,
Alcan has proposed that the required capital be raised and secured
by means of “project financing” as distinguished from the more tra-
ditional “balance sheet ﬁnanc% used in the gas pipeline industry.
That is, a new project entity will be created wiich will be expected
in and of itself to generate sufficient revenues to pay for its operat-
Ing costs, interest and principal on debt, and a return on, and ulti-
mately a return of, equity to 1ts investors.

It is expected that the equity funds for the project entities will
be lFrovuded by the sponsoring consortium companies.? Debt capital
will come from a vanety of lenders.

The basic requirement for a successful financing is the eco-
nomic viability of the project. In Chapter IV of the Report, the basic
economic soundness of the project is demonstrated. Even under ex-
treme cost overruns, the delivered cost of Alaska gas will be eco-
nomically attractive. Appropriate incentives will encourage the

YA detailed financia) analysis of the competing proposals can be found in Report to the Presi-
dent, Financing an Alaskan Gas Tranaportation System, Department of the Treasury, Les3
A,gency. and other icipating Agencies: July 1, 1977.

For the sake of simplicity, the pew interdepéndent project entities will hereafler be referred
to collectively as “the project.” .
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minimization of cost overruns. Pipeline and gas distribution compa-
nies can be expected to purchase the Alaska gas from Prudhoe Bay
producers under long-term contracts and sign transportation con-
tracts with Alcan.

The conclusion that Alcan can be privately financed is founded
on the basis economic desirability of Alaska gas and the viability
Alcan transportation system; nevertheless, skllful financial pack-
aging and risk-benefit balancing will be required. It is therefore
pecessary to explore the boundaries of the financing problem by
considering Alcan’s likely capital needs and sources, relating those
needs to the capital market in general, and reviewing the list of
beneficiaries and examining the roles each might be expected to
play in the financing.

Capital requirements and sources of funds

Alcan has estimated the capital costs of its system under vary-
ing design, route and completion date assumptions. It has also
made two capital requirements and source of funds projections
under its 48-inch proposal: one was filed with the FPC in March
1977, and was based upon an “Express” 1260 psi line carrying no
Canadian gas; the other was based upon the July 4, 1977, NEB-
recommended modifications of that system to divert to Dawson in
order to carry Canadian gas and meake $200 million in socio-
economic payments. Both of these projections assumed delivery be-
ginning October 1, 1981.

The Agreement on Principles with Canada has altered the sys-
tem from that specified by the NEB. This alteration has little affect
on the basic total capital needs of the system as compared with the
needs estimated for the system incuding the NEB recommenda-
tions; the capital saved by rerouting from the Dawson diversion
back to the prime route is almost exactly offset by the additional
cost of installing a higher-capacity pipeline system from
Whitehorse to Caroline Junction.® Thus by simply adjusting the
Alcan financial plan for the NEB recommended system to reflect a
more realistic commencement date of January 1, 1983, a financial
plan consistent with the agreed-upon system design, route and
commencement date results. Exhibits 1 and 2 display the original
and adjusted Alcan plans.

Alcan is expected to require apgroximately $10.3 billion accord-
ing to cost estimates filed with U.S. and Canadian regulatory bod-
ies, adjusted to reflect commencement of operations on January 1,
1983. The projected sources for these funds are the following:

US. banks ..........
Canadian baBks ...t
U.S. long-term debt .

Cansadian long-term debt
U.S. ecommon stock ...
Cansadian common stock

30On the basis of filed costs, moving back 1o the prime routr saves $444 million while putting
in 1680 pai'gipe adds $472 millian. The overrun estimste was $630 million for the Dswson di-
version and $565 millicn for the increase in the capacity of the system
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With cost overruns, the requirements would be higher. For ex-
ample, if the projected cost overrun percentage detailed elsewhere
in this report of approximately 32 percent is used, the total capital
requirements would rise to approximately $13.6 billion.

Capital markets

The capital requirements of the Alcan project are so large that
the project cannot be viewed in conventional terms by its pipeline
sponsors and other potential investors. At the end of 1976, the total
assets of the gas transmission industry were $26 billion. The
project must be seen as a corporate entity in itself, capable of issu-
ing and servicing its own debt and equity.

EXHIBIT 1. —FINANCING REQUIREMENTS OF COMPANIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE
ALCAN PIPELINE PROJECT" (1978-82)
n milkons of dodars)

Tois! das
wn 2] 1980 1981 1582 Soremerts
Alcan Pipetne:
U.S. banks % 555 9 . 870
U.S. long-term dett 700 600 450 1,750
U.S. common stock : 350 270 260 880
Total Aican Ppetine . .. 1,086 1,428 ° 1 3,500
* Foothills Group:
Canadian banks 110 300 100 . 510
U.S. kng-term dedx k-4 1038 T 2,095
Canacfian long-term oett ______. 75 100 00 1 419
Canadian common stock . ... 20 1mn 256 149 7 804
Totat Foothits Group «......—. 25 o 1,694 985 151 3828
PGRE:
U.S. banks —_
U.S. jong-em dett 38 388
U.S. common stock
Tota! PGAE — . .. S, 388
PGRE:
U.S. banks
U.S. long-erm debt 82 205 7 S 364
U.S. common stock’ -
Totat PGAE [:#3 205 77 364
Northem Border. -
U.S. banks 20 o 230
US. ong-term oex 46 410 .5 821
U.S. common giock 16 136 20 @
" Tom! Norhem Border ... ... « 545 1005 1613
Tota):
QGragantungs . 95 382 656 2 U) 151 1.3
U.S. tunds 1,551 kFr4l} kR | - 7.960
295 1.50 3870 Jaud 151 9,693

} Assumes "Dewson ROMVL‘,N Oct 1, !N).vx.ainv’-.
Sovrce: Documents Sumbeas by Aan Prowa © Ao Howse Task Force. Aug. 2 1977, 1ab & sheculs B.
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EXHIBIT 2—ADJUSTED FINANCING REQUIREMENTS OF COMPANIES ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ALCAN PIPELINE PROJECT" (1978-83) -

fin mEBons of dolars]
1w 1080 1981 1982 “ymy  Towbmcn
Acan Ppeine:
U.S. banks 38 590 . ) A RS
U.S. iong-term dett T4 638 L 7/ I 1.860
U.S. common stock n m a6 935
Total Alcan Pipebne . . 1,154 1518 1080 o a.120
Foothls Group:
Caradan banks 137 318 106 . 542
U.S. long-tenn dett My 1,109 T2 .. 2227
Garadan bngerm dedt .. & 106 106 153 “s
Caradan common stock . ___ 34 18 an 158 7 133
Towl Fooths Group ... Ju 47 - B0 1,046 160 4.069
PGAE:
U.S. binks
U.S. longerm dett a2 - 412
U.S. common stock
Tota) PGRE 7} S 412
PGAE:
U.S. banks
U.S. long-term dett 87 ral} 82 ... — 87
U.S. common stock — —
Total PGIE 87 218 82 387
Northem Border:
U.S. danks wm 308
U.S. long-term dett 49 436 [l 979
U.S. common stock 7 145 26 . &7
Towai Nothem Border ____ ... 68 587 . 10688 ... 1,74
Totat
Canadantunas _ . I 406 697 %5 180 1,842
US. ngs 1.649 3416 3% 8.460
k2l 2085 4113 35661 160 10,302

' Basad wpon nanca) plen pressried 1o White House St on Aug. 2. 1977, adkusted o whec! 1%-yatr g 1 outeys and S percwt
rfason ot

While this investment is large for the industry, its importance
in terms of aggregate investment or total capital markets is mod-
est. To put these requirements into perspective, U.S. gross private
investment in 1976 was $241 billion. Alcan’s peak year capital
needs for U.S. funds, expressed in 1976 dollars, are only 1.1 per-
cent of total U.S. gross private investment for that year, which was
not a particularly good one for the economy.

It is anticipated that most if not all, of the U.S. common equity
will come from U.S. shippers (i.e., U.S. transmission or distribution
companies). A broad consortium of companies would have sufficient
financial capacity to make the required $1.4 billion investment.
The transmission sector of the industry alone had almost double
that amount in annual cash flow in 1976. While the industry must
continue to make other investments, its internal cash flow, plus the
ability to issue new securities, provides ample capacity to fund the
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necessary equity investment, including the equity portion of poten-
tial cost overruns.

The Canadian equity is expected to be provided by the four
companies supporting the project in Canada: Westcoast Trans-
mission Company, Ltd., Alberta Gas Trunkline Company, Ltd.
(AGTL), Alberta Natural Gas Company, Ltd.,, and Trans-Canada
Pipel'mes, Ltd. While the first two cornpanies are the major and
previously the only firms in the Canadian consortium, the addition
of the latter two in recent weeks has contnibuted additional finan-
cial strength to the Alcan project.?

As to the debt portion o{Jﬁnancing this project, Alcan’s impact
on the U.S. debt market cannot be considered burdensome. In
1976, non-government long-term debt offerings in the U.S. totaled
$62.9 billion. Ignoring the state of the economy in 1976 and not in-
cluding the likely positive real growth of the long-term debt market
from 1976 until the Alcan debt is issued, Alcan’s projected total
U.S. long-term debt requirement (including the Foothills Group
debt sold in the U.S.) in its peak year is only 3 percent of the mar-
ket (both expressed in 1976 dollars). Over the five-year period,
1978 through 1982, the aggregate requirement is less than approxi-
mately 1.4 percent.

Similarly, the Canadian long-term debt to be issued by the
Foothills group expressed as a fraction of all corporate bonds issued
in Canada in 1975 is approximately 5 percent for the peak year
and 3 percent overall 3

It is also worth noting that even though the financing require-
ments expected for the Alcan system are large in an absolute
sense, peak year requirements as a percentage of total market ca-
pacity are about the same as the peak year requirements for the
Alyeska project in 1975. Yet no questlon of capital market capabil-
ity was raised with respect to Alyeska.®

The above analysis shows that the Alcan project would not
squeeze out most other investment. It is true it will have to com-
pete for funds with different investments in the energy as well as
other fields, but if the project offers a competitive return for the
perceived risk, its securities will be purchased. The capital markets
are probably the most competitive element in our economic system.

Cost overrun financing

The question of how to finance cost overruns is closely related
to the question of noncompletion. Once sponsor equity is Invested,
construction has started, and the lenders have committed to the
project, it is unlikely that the capital markets would cease to pro-
vide funds sxmply because of higher than expected costs. The real

*The Alcan project is relatively more immportant to Westcoast and AGTL; together they have
total assets of $1.6 billicp at the end of 1976. Their equity investment in the project will be
a major investment for them.

%1t is not necessary to restrict the supply to these two domestic markets. Other international
capital markets could be utilized. For example, in 1974 Canadian net foreign lisbilities reached
$3.0 billion in mid-year, up from $1.7 billion ocne hslf yesr earlier, when business loan demand
rose abruptly and exceedetrdomuuc liability expansion.
| € Alyeska's peak year financial requirements, in light of capital market capability, - -re as fol-
ows:

“1975 Alveska Debt Issued, $3.0 billien.
1975 Total Corporate Debt lasued, $27.2 billion.
Peak Year es a percent of total iseues, 11.0 percent.
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consideration here is not the absolute level of costs, but the prob-
ability that the project would be ultimately successful. Analysis of
the Alyeska experience shows that although the ultimate cost of
the project was not known, as costs escalated lenders increased the
amount of funds they were willing to provide on several occasions
pecause they were convinced that the project would deliver oil at
competitive prices. As a result, the risk of noncompletion due to
. cost overruns is insignificant once the project is under way, and is
only 2 problem at the initial stage of financing. It is at that time
that the lenders must be convinced that the sponsoring group will
follow the project through to completion. Committing equity funds
at the outset provides the basis for that assurance.”

The project sponsors alone cannot be expected to provide such
assurances because of their limited assets, liabilities and cash .
flows; as a result, it is desirable to include in the sponsor group
other beneficiaries as participants in the financing.

Project participants and beneficiaries

Tradition and equity suggest that the parties who stand to
-benefit directly from a transportation system participate in the fi-
nancing and share the burden of these risks. The direct bene-
ficiaries include the equity investors, namely a consortium of gas
transmission companies; the producers of the gas; and the State of
Alaska with its royalty interest in the gas.

Equity investors

The Alcan proposal was initially developed by Northwest Pipe-
line in conjunction with two Canadian transmission corporations,
Westcoast Transmission Commpany and Alberta Gas Trunk Line and
their subsidiary, Foothills Pipe Lines (Yukon) Ltd. Subsequently,
the Alcan proposal has acquired the support of many large U.S.
and Canadian gas transmission firms. An important advantage of
the Alcan project over the El Paso alternative is the equity invest-
ment by Canadian transmission companies which will total at least
$800 million.

The strength of the sponsoring consortium of gas transmission
companies is a significant element of the financing. The consortium
must have the ability to provide the sizable equity funds as well
as the equity component of any cost overrun requirements. From
the outset, Alcan will enjoy a strong consortium with participation
by most of the large natural gas transmission corporations in both
countries.

After careful study of their financial capacity, the conclusion
has been reachéd that the natural gas transmission industry has
ample capacity to provide the requisite equity commitments to the
Alcan transportation project. The current members of the Alcan
consortium are judged to be capable of meeting the equity require-
ments as proposed in the financing plan.

TAn important element of this financial plan will likely be the commitment of equity capital
“up front.” In order 1o provide for the risk-bearing characteristic of having the equity component
of budgeted cost b; invested before debt, while simultaneously keeping the interest during con-
struction as smal] as posaible. it 15 contemplsted that debt mg equity ahall be obtained nimuls-
neously in their long-run proportion with equity commitments to be honored even in the event
of noncompletion.
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Producers of Alaskan natural gas

The owners and potential producers of Alaskan natural gas are
primarily Exxon, Atlantic Richfield, and the Standard Oil Company
of Ohio. These companies stand to benefit directly from the sale of
their Prudhoe Bay natural gas reserves. Timely development of the
Alcan system is in their best interests.

1. At the NEP price of $1.45 per mmbtu, the producers’ con-
stant 1977 dollar value of 23 Tcf of saleable reserves, net of royalty
and severance taxes, is more than $30 billion.

2. Because of the time value of money, a field price that esca-
lates more slowly than the amount producers could otherwise earn
on the funds makes it more profitable to produce gas now rather
than defer production for later.

Producer participation in the financing of the project is war-
ranted due to their beneficiary status and their financial strength.
The producing companies have the investment capacity to partici-
pate in the financing of a transportation system, especially as full
returns from their North Slope o0il and the Alyeska pipeline invest-
ment are realized. These three companies had total assets of $51.5
billion in 1976 and net income of $3.4 billion. Financial participa-
tion by the producing companies, most likely in the form of debt
guarantees, can be structured consistent with the terms and condi-
tions placed upon the producers in Section § of the Decision.

The State of Alaska

The State of Alaska could realize as much as $7.5 billion (1977
dollars) from the sale of Prudhoe Bay natural gas in the form of
royalties and severance taxes. The State would also realize about
$50 million per year in property taxes. Furthermore, the State will
be able to utilize the pipeline for natural gas distribution and de-
velopment within the State. Prudhoe Bay gas, including the State
of Alaska’s royalty gas, will be made available to local Alaskan .
communities along the route of the Alcan Pipeline System. Installa-
tion of additonal pipeline facilities connecting with the Alcan sys-
tem could provide natural gas to other areas of the State,
particiularly the Cook Inlet region and Southeastern Alaska, and
thus supply the energy base required for long-term economic devel-
opment. The Alcan system also will offer a readily accessible trans-
portation service for a number of potential Alaska gas reserves lo-
cated in interior Alaska, Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska.

The State of Alaska has indicated a willingness and ability to
guarantee up to $900 million of the El Paso project debt, with the
final amount depending upon the percentage of royalty revenues
that the State Legislature votes to have placed in a permanent cap-
ital account that can be used for such purposes. While no com-
parable commitment has been received from the State for the Alcan
project, such participation by the State in the financing would be
in the interest of the State, the Nation and the expeditious con-
struction of the project. '

t 3
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Transfer of financial risks

Gas consumers

The issue of gas consumers bearing some or all of the financial
risk of this project was widely discussed in the Federal Power Com-
mission hearing and has been carefully considered in reaching the
Decision. The most frequently discussed mechanism for consumer
support would involve a consumer financial guarantee through an
“all-events” tanff with poncompletion arrangements. The
noncompletion guarantee would include a consumer guarantee of at
least debt service, and possibly a return of equity, in the event the
project was not completed.

The financial advisors and sponsors of the El Paso project con-
tinue to believe that consumer guarantees through the “all-events”
tariff with noncompletion features is required to finance an Alaska
gas transportation project. The Alcan financial advisors and spon-
sors, however, have stated in correspondence that in their profes-
sional opinion the Alcan project can be financed under certain con-
ditions with a more traditional tariff, that is without consumer
noncompletion guarantees or Federal financial assistance.® They
now propose a tariff arrangement similar to previously approved
arrangements for major projects which would provide for mainte-
nance of debt service through consumer charges in the event of
interruption only after the project is completed and initial oper-
ation of the delivery system has commenced.

The Agreement on Principles reached with Canada and the
terms and conditions imposed in the Decision satisfy the conditions
specified by the Alcan financial advisors. Their finding appears
supportable and reasonable. Extraordinary consumer guarantees
pnor to completion of the project are judged to be unnecessary.

Federal Government financial assistance

Federal Government support to the project in the form of loan
guarantees or insurance has also received extensive scrutiny. The
El Paso proposal anticipated approxmately $1.5 billion of Federal
loan guarantees for the financing of the LNG tanker fleet through
the existing Maritime Administration Shipbuilding Program (under
Title XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936). The Lead Agency Re-
port to the President on financing demonstrated that new and spe-
cial Federal financing assistance was not necessary.’ El Paso did
not request new forms of Government assistance for this project.
The Alcan financial advisors believe there is no need for any Fed-
eral financial assistance.

In addition to being unnecessary, Federal financial assistance
for this project is considered undesirable for the following reasons:

1. Serious questions of equity result from the transfer of risks
to taxpayers, many of whom are not gas consumers or will not re-
ceive additional gas supplies as a result of the Alaskan project.

* Memorandum from Mark Millard, Vice Chairman of Loeb Rhoades, dated Aug. 10, 1577, at-
tached 10 2 letter dated Aug. 10, 1977, from John MeMillian, President of the Alcan Pipeline
Company, to Secretary of Energy, Jomes Schlesinger.

* Repont 10 the President, mecing ap Alaskan Gas Transportation System: Department of
the Treasury Lead Agency, and other Participating Agendes, July 1977,
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2. Federal financial support substitutes the Government for
private lenders in the critical risk assessment function normally
performed by private lenders.

3. A subsidy in the form of lower interest rates yields an artifi-
cially low price for gas. : o

4. The incentive for efficient mapagement of the project is re-
duced.
5. The Government is placed in conflicting roles as guarantor
and as regulator of the project.

6. Providing unnecessary Federal assistance to this project
would set a precedent with respect to other large energy projects
that is misleading and counterproductive.

Variable rate of return

Since the tariff will require gas consumers to pay for all costs
except those found unreasonable by the regulatory authority, incen-
tives to minimize cost overruns must be ensured. In order to give
sponsors an incentive to control costs, the rate of return on equity
sﬁould be tied to the size of the cost overrruns. Within certain max-
imum and minimum levels, return on equity would increase were
the project to come in at or under budget but decrease were costs
to exceed budget. Were the project under budget, consumers would
pay a lower price for gas and sponsors would receive a higher re-
turn on equity. Were the project over budget, the higher total in-
vested capital would be partially offset by a lower allowed rate of
return on that capital, so that equity investors would assume part
of the cost overrun. The variable rate of return offers consumers
the possibility of lower costs and the sponsors compensation for
risking their equity, and may assist in making this groject attrac-
tive to equity investors. The details of how the variable rate of re-
turn will be implemented are left to the FPC and NEB to balance
the economic incentive with administrative feasibility.

The combination of an economic project, adequate compensa-
tion of risk capital, and contingent financing agreements appear to
minimize the nisk of cost overruns as it relates to financing and the
delivered cost of gas. With the cost overrun risk reduced to man-
ageable proportions, the project will have a high probability of
being successfully financed in the private sector. A :

Cost to the consumer

The aspect of the financing plan adopted here which will have
the greatest effect on the total transportation cost paid by consum-
ers 1s the assumption of the entire noncompletion risk by the
project sponsors and other beneficiaries. The alternative would be
to let consumers or taxpayers bear part or all of that risk through
? noncompletion guarantee or through Federal government guaran-

ees.

In the capital markets additional risks are assumed only if ad-
ditional rewards are Iorovided, and that principle is likely to oper-
ate in this instance. If the State of Alaska and the producers pro-
vided assurances for cost overrun financing, they would expect to
receive some commitment or guarantee fee, although the amount
gf such fee should be relatively small given the smaﬁ nisk they are

earing. :
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Insofar as there is any risk, most of it will be assumed by the
sponsors as equity capital investors. Under the plan recommended
here, their equity would finance the first $2 billion of investment.
They would, therefore, bear what little risk there is of project aban-
donment. ,

While it is difficult to give a precise value to this risk-sharing
principle, the rate of return on equity used in develcping all the
numerical analysis has been 15 percent rather than the more nor-
mal 12.5 to 14.0 percent found i1n recent FPC decisions. Thus, for

. example, the effect of changing the rate of return on equity from

13.5 percent to 15 percent is an increase in the average cost of
service of about 4 percent. :

This risk-sharing principle, however, provides an important in-
centive for efficient management and cost control that would be
foregone if consumers or the Federal Government were to assume
noncompletion guarantees. The effect of this incentive on total
project costs may more than offset the direct effect on the rate of
return associated with avoidance of consumer completion guaran-
tees. Overall, therefore, the objective of placing the risk of
noncompletion on sponsors and beneficiaries other than consumers
appears equitable and cost-effective.

Financeability

In its Recommendation to the President, the FPC found:

El Paso would be the easiest system to finance because

of its slightly lower initial cost and because of Federal

guarantees of bonds for its tankers under Title XI of the

Merchant Marine Act.

This finding is no longer accepted in view of several recent de-
velopments. First, while El Paso requires less total initial outlay,
approximately 20 percent of Alcan's total capital requirements are
now anticipated to be drawn from the Canadian capital market.
This sharing of the raising and servicing of Alcan’s capital by the
strong Foothills group makes the total %.S. capital requirements
less for Alcan than El Paso.

Second, the cornerstone of financeability is economic viability.
There is no doubt that Alcan’s superior economic efficiency (lower
operating cost and higher fuel efficiency), which has now been fur-
ther assured by the Agreement on Principles, will make its finan-
cial instruments more attractive than those of the El Paso system.

In general, El Paso’s dependence upon Federal Government
support for financeability is not a particularly desirable char-
acteristic. Overall, it is reasonable to conclude that Alcan will be
;t Jeast as easy and probably easier to finance privately than El

aso.

Presidential finding that the Alcan System can be privately fi-
nanced

The Alcan sponsors and financial advisors have stated the
Alcan project can be privately financed. The financial analysis
above supports this conclusion. Therefore, it is reasonable to antici-
pate that the Alcan project can be financed in the private sector.

 Novel regulatory schemes to shift this project’s risks from the
pnivate sector to consumers are found to be neither necessary nor
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desirable. Federal ﬁnanc‘in(f assistance is also found to be neither
necessary or desirable, and any such approach is herewith explic-

itly rejected.

CHAPTER [II—ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC
CONSIDERATIONS

THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADVANTAGES OF ALCAN

It is significant to note that the Alcan proposal was originally
presented to the FPC after the prelimin environmental impact
statements had been critical of both the El Paso and Arctic Gas

roposals. The “Environmentally preferred route” su?gested by the
E‘Pg staff early in the proceeding was followed closely by Alcan in
developing its system. 'Fhe success of the Alcan proposal is in large
measure a result of its attention to environmental impact.

The environmental impact of large-scale construction in a
northern environment is a particularly sensitive issue. The tundra
and permafrost are delicate and slow to heal; the fauna is unaccus-
tomed to the presence of large-scale human activities, and the
breeding patterns and survival rate are easily upset. Endangered
wildlife species cling precariously to existence; aquatic life is as
sensitive as terrestnal life; and native populations must subsist on
this fragile environment for their economic and physical well-being.

Many parties in both the U.S. and Canada contended that the
Arctic Gas proposal, even if it was, as some claimed, superior on
economic grounds, had the potential for substantial environmental
and socioeconomic impact. The Arctic Gas route would not have fol-
Jowed existing utility corridors and would have cut through the
Arctic National Wildlife Range in the northeast corner of Alaska.
While Arctic Gas proposed mitigating measures that included,
among other things, all-winter construction across the North Slope
and above the 60th paralle] with snow roads and work pads, some
parties considered these measures technically unfeasible. The State
of Alaska also opposed construction in the Range.

The Canadian National Energy Board found that the Arctic
Gas route in Canada was “environmentally unacceptable” because
it would have impacts “which could not be avoided, which could not
be accepted, and for which mitigative measures are unknown or
uncertain of development.” This finding of the NEB effectively
forced the withdrawal of the Arctic Gas proposal from further con-
sideration.

On environmental and sociceconomic grounds both El Paso and
Alcan are superior to Arctic Gas because they generally follow ex-
isting utility corridors where the incremental environmental im-
pacts tend to be small. In this respect, the Alcan proposal is par-.
ticularly advantageous. The Alcan route follows the Alyeska oil
pipeline in Alaska until it turns to follow along the Alaska High-
way into Canada at Delta Junction; from Delta Junction the pipe-
line will generally make use of the Alaska Highway right-of-way or
the now-abandoned Haines-Fairbanks pipeline right-of-way (a line
built during World War II to transport oil products to Fairbanks
from Haines, which is north of Juneau, Alaska).

The. environmental impact of the El Paso proposal, on the
other hand, would be more adverse than Alcan’s. r departing
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from the Alyeska corridor near Valdez, the El Paso route would
traverse the wild and mountainous Chugach National Forest for
about 40 miles, an area of great beauty which supports many forms
of wildlife and has no roads. A gravel haul road and LNG plant
could affect the bald eagles and Sitka black-tail deer that inhabit
the area. Furthermore, E]l Paso would also have an adverse impact
on the marine biota of Prince William Sound from the thermal,
chlorine and other toxic material discharge of its LNG plant. The
impact of this LNG plant would have to be mitigated by the addi-
tion of cooling towers—which have their own environmental im-
pact—at an estimated 1975 dollar cost of $75 million. Similarly, El
Paso's California regasification facility also has the potential for
adverse impact on marine biota with its cold water discharge into
the Pacific Ocean. By comparison to these impacts, no particular
impact of Alcan has been singled out for the same degree of con-
cern.

The environmental impacts of Alcan’s eastern and western legs
in the lower-48 states have never been considered serious. In the
FPC hearing, Alcan showed sensitivity to a myriad of local impacts
and suggested mitigative measures that appear adequate.

Finally, Alcan’s far superior fuel efficiency means that the sys-
tem will deliver more units of clean-burning and efficient natural
gas than El Paso for the same amount of wellhead deliveries. Alcan
15 expected to consume only about three-fourths as much gas for
fuel as the El Paso system.

Presidential inding—environmental impact statements

In its Recommendation to the President, the Federal Power
Commission found after months of hearings and evaluations of im-
pact statements that “no doubt, the Alcan route promises the least
environmental impact.” In its subsequent July 1 Report, the Inter-
agency Task Force on Environmental Issues, under the lead of De-
partment of the Interior, concluded that Alcan appeared to have
the least environmental impact of the proposed routes, provided
that proper mitigative actions are taken. The conservationist inter-
venors in the proceedings (Sierra Club, The Wilderness Society,
National Audubon Society, and the Alaskan Conservation Society)
also stated a clear preference for the Aléan proposal.

Pursuant to Section 6(d) of ANGTA, the Council on Environ-
mental Quality submitted a report on July 1, 1977, which found
that the environmental impact statements submitted by the FPC
with respect to Alcan, pursuant to Section 5(e) of ANGTA, are le-
gally and factually sufficient.

After four days of public hearings, and extensive study, the

CEQ reached the following conclusion: “Alcan is the environ-
mentally preferable route. Its impacts are largely restricted to ex-
isting transportation corridors * * * and involve no large-scale in-
trusion into wilderness values.” The CEQ also found that the infor-
mation was insufficient to determine whether the El Paso project
is environmentally acceptable. It is clear from the FPC hearings,
the environmental impact statements prepared by the FPC and De-
partment of the Interior the certification of those impact state-
ments by the CEQ, and many other submissions from many parties
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that the Alcan route is clearly the superior system on environ-
mental grounds. : o

The President hereby determines pursuant to the direction of
Section 8(e) of ANGTA, that the required environmental impact
statements relative to an Alaska natural gas transportation system
have been prepared, that they have been certified by the CEQ and
that they are in compliance with the Natural Environmental Policy
Act of 1969.

Consequently the enactment of a joint resolution approving the
Decision shall be conclusive as to the legal and factual sufficiency
of the final environmental impact statements as provided by Sec-
tion 10(c)(3) of ANGTA.

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT

The socioeconomic imﬁacts of both systems are roughly the
same in Alaska. Under either proposal, the royalty, severance tax,
property tax and income tax revenues to the State of Alaska will
increase substantially. The Department of Commerce’s Report on
Socioeconomic Impacts found the El Paso proposal would provide a
greater impetus to the Alaskan economy, but if factors such as ad-
verse effects on native communities and local lifestyles are given
primary importance, the Department concluded that the El Paso
proposal would then suffer in comparison with Alcan.

On the basis of relative growth, Cordova, 13 miles southeast of
Gravina Point, will suffer the most change with the El Paso
project. Because of LNG plant and construction, the population
would be expected to fluctuate from 2400 in 1977 to 9100 in 1979
to 4100 in 1982. As a result, the character of the town itself might
change from a fishing village to an industrial town. The State of
Alaska has noted that the socioeconomic costs to small commu-
nities will be greatest for the El Paso project.

Otherwise, it should be noted that both proposed pipelines fol-
low existing utility corridors; the native communities near these
corridors have already been affected by the pressures created from
major construction activity. Accordingly, the socioeconomic impact
of Alcan’s construction, which more closely follows these corridors,
should not be as great as El Paso’s.

CONCLUSION

To sum up, environmental values have been extensively con-
sidered and evaluated throughout the certification and decision
process. In the future, Federal oversight of design and construction
of the Alcan system should strengthen and implement the environ-
mental priorities established in this decision process. Significantly,
both the Administrator of the Environemental Protechon Agency
and the Secretary of the Interior will be represented on the Execu-
tive Policy Board. The Board, as discussed in Chapter VI of the Re-
port and g«:ciﬁed in Section 5 of the Decision, will provide policy
direction ough the Federal Inspector to the Agency Authorized
Officers, including those from the EPA and Interior, who will di-
rectly represent and exercise the statutory authorities of their re-
spective agencies.. The stroa?g representation of EPA and Interior
on the Executive Policy Bo wmﬁ help ensure the protection of en-
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vironmental interests through the enforcement activities of the
Federal Inspector.

As required by ANGTA, environmental concerns have been
aramount in the study and decision process, and will be trans-
ated into a responsive permitting and enforcement mechanism for
implementation of the Decision. Federal oversight will seek to
avoid “trade-offs” between protection of environmental priorities
and construction economics by seeking through advance planning
by the Government and the-applicant for the coordinated enhance-
ment of both.

CHAPTER JV—ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

POTENTIAL FOR COST OVERRUNS AND TIME DELAY

The cost overruns that occurred in construction of the Alyeska
oil pipeline naturally raise questions about the potential of any
Alaskan natural gas transportation system for cost overruns. Such
overruns can result from poor initial cost estimates, waste, institu-
tional delays, inflation, low construction productivity, or manage-
ment inefficiency. While it is difficult to assess the likelihood of
such problems prior to the start of construction, they provide a use-
ful basis on wgich to compare the respective projects. The major
causes of cost overruns appear to be the following:

1. Incentives to make a low initial cost estimate.—In projects
where institutional approval must be obtained prior to the start of
construction, the project applicant may to increase the chances
for approval by conservative estimates of the project costs.

2. Use of new complex technology or scaled increases in design
size.—Technologically uncomplicated systems are less expensive
and have fewer uncertainties that increase capital costs.

3. Labor productivity and equipment capacity.—There is a well-
recognized inverse correlation between productivity and the in-
creasing utilization of the capacity in an industry. As the use of
labor capacity, equipment capacity, or management availability ap-
proaches 100 percent, productivity begins to decline rapidly. Fur-
thermore, the more complex the project, the greater the loss in pro-
ductivity or efficiency as the project capabilities are reached or ex-

ceeded. When large-scale projects experience equipment and mate- -

rial shortages, they generate their own internal, demand-pull infla-
tion, resulting in an increase in equipment and material costs.

4. Cost of service tariffs and cost-plus contracts.—Cost in-
creases during construction of public utility projects merely expand
the rate base of the utility; absent a variable rate of return, they
do not result in any loss to investors. The same effect occurs from
use of cost-plus contracts; the contractors’ profit will not be ad-
versely affected by cost overruns.

5. Construction schedule pressure.—In most situations, acceler-
ated construction schedules can be accomplished only at a high pre-
mium 1in cost.

‘6. Long delays after project start-up.—Large scale projects are
frequently delayed because of liigation, labor grievances, and cum-
bersome bureaucratic actions or regulations.

- 1. Remote areas or inhospitable environments.—Remote loca-
tions create severe logistical problems and magnify the costs of
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poor planning. Breakdown of equipment that would cause only
minor delays in well settled areas may result in considerable
delays in remote areas. Furthermore, new techniques, methods,
and materials are frequently required when work is done in an in-
hospitable environment. Such conditions often cause on-site modi-
fications of equipment or design.

8. Unforeseen f'eotechnical factors.—Even to experienced geolo-
‘gists, the earth holds many surprises—especially in the Arctic. Un-
expected water flows or earth movements can create severe con-
struction problems and cause expensive delays. The unstable per-
mafrost soils in the Arctic regions are particularly troubling for
large-scale construction.

Comparisions with Alyeska

Both the Alcan and El Paso. projects would encounter these
problems to one degree or another. Like Alyeska, they have the po-
tential for significant cost overruns. But when the Alyeska experi-
ence is examined, a convincing case can be made that the cost over-
runs for Alcan and El Paso would not be as great. The major prob-
lems described above provide a useful framework for comparnison.

1. Low cost estimates.—The early cost estimates by Alyeska
were made for a system smaller than the one Alyeska finally built.
Alyeska had no appreciation at the time of these estimates for the
vast changes in construction techniques that would be required for
arctic construction by subsequently enacted environmental laws.
Alyeska also had no experience with the logistics problems and low
labor productivity characteristic of arctic construction. By 1974,
Alyeska had become aware of the increased costs of environmental
requirements, but still had no data on }abor or contractor produc-
tivity in arctic conditions. By mid-1975, when Alyeska submitted
its first design cost estimate of $6.3 billion, it had developed consid-
erable experience with pipeline construction.

El Paso's cost estimates for Alaska construction of its 2.3614
befd case were submitted to the Federal Power Commission in late
1975 and Alcan’s estimates were submitted in mid-1976. Thus, El
Paso and, to an even greater degree, Alcan had the op%unjty to
factor into their cost estimates the Alyeska e:iperience. ile there
are valid reasons to expect both Alcan’s and El Paso’s estimates to
be conservative, there is little reason to expect that their initial es-
timates are as grossly under-estimated as the early estimates of
Alyeska. Both projects had too much data and experience available
to them to have made large errors, and excessive underestimates
would have been challenged by competitors.

2. New technology and increases in scale—While El Paso and
Alcan involve some new technology and increeses in scale, the
problems from these factors will be of an order of magnitude less
than Alyeska'’s. The large capacity systems of both projects require
an increase in operating pressures. DOT has concluded, however,
that subject to testing to be conducted by the applicant in conjunc-
tion with the U.S. and Canadian governments, such increases are
within current technological capability and safety standards.

In addition, no scale-up in construction equipment (e.g., build-
ing equipment to handle 48-inch pipe) will ‘be required for the gas
pipeline. The problems of scale-up were mostly solved by Alyeska.
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Thus, El Paso with its 42-inch pipe, or Alcan, with its 48-inch pipe,
would have the benefit of using field-proven equipment.

The Alyesks pipeline also required a large amount of auto-
mated and sophisticated equipment. Remotely controlled “topping
plants” (i.e., ministure refineries) and storage areas at pumping
stations were used to provide the turbine fuel to drive the pumps.
A separate gas pipeline was constructed to bring the fuel to the
northernmost pump stations. In addition, Alyeska could not bury
a hot oil line in the thaw-unstable permafrost. It had to employ
considerably sophisticated and advanced technology to design the
vertical support members and heat exchangers necessary to insu-
late the oil line from the surrounding environment. Approxamately
400 miles or 50 percent of the line is elevated.

By contrast, a natural gas pipeline is a far more simple, less
sophisticated system. Fuel for the compressor turbines is drawn di-
rectly from the gas stream, and controls are simple and easily auto-
mated. The chilled gas pipeline is compatible with the permafrost
environment even in & buried mode. There are uncertainties re-
garding the best design and engineering to eliminate frost heave
potential in discontinuous permafrost areas. However, this problem
1s not comparable in complexity or size with the problem of adapt-
ing a hot oil pipeline to the arctic environment.

Scale-up problems might generate cost overruns during con-
struction otP dl:e El Paso natural gas liquefaction plant. The pro-
posed LNG plant would require a significant scale-up from existing
plants and involves lower fuel usage than has heretofore been
achieved in practice. In addition, the techniques proposed to protect
the proposed plant and storage tanks from earthquake damage
would also require a size scale-up. Consequently, the LNG plant
and terminal appear to have a potential for significant cost over-
runs. -
3. Labor and equipment capacity.—The Alyeska project is a
classic example of a construction project that exceeded its predeter-
mined labor and equipment capacity. Alyeska was forced to use in-
experienced labor and contractors, and thereby incurred significant
increases in the size of management and engineering staffs. This
resulted in low productivity, management inefficiency, and created
the project’s own internal demand-pull inflation for some critical
items.

‘ Construction of a gas pipeline in Alaska should present fewer
problems. Less labor is required for a continuous buried mode of

construction and the Alyeska experience expanded the pool of

skilled workers and contractors available for arctic construction.

The Alcan project may encounter skilled-labor shortages in
Canada. Anticipated shortages in skilled labor and e ienced
subcontractors could reduce productivity and raise costs. However,
traxﬁing programs and proper project planning would mitigate this
problem.

Alcan has been criticized because it will not have an overall
project manager. The Canadian companies, however, can control
construction in their respective segments of the system without the
large increases in management or engineering required for a single
project. In addition, the companies will be using control and ac-
counting procedures with which they are familiar. It is reasonable
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to expect that Alcan will not suffer frc=. the management and con-
trol inefficiencies that plagued Alyeska.

4. Incentives to minimize construction costs.—The El Paso and
Alcan projects would have stronger incentives to control costs than
are normally present in a public-utility type project. The variable
rate of return will link the earnings of equity investors directly to
the cost control performance of management. In Canada, the costs
to Canadian consumers for Canadian gas will be materially de-
pendent upon the level of cost overruns in the main Alcan line, pro-
viding Canadian regulatory agencies with an incentive to control
costs. -

One of the terms and conditions contained in the decision will
limit the use of cost-plus contracts unless approved by the Federal
Inspector. Contractors will thus have incentives to hold down costs.
The magnitude of the project investment and the generally limited
availability of capital at present will also create financial con-
straints that should act to minimize costs. Furthermore, the man-
agements of the various gas companies also have a substantial in-
centive to show that a major arctic project can be constructed with
relatively minor cost overruns.

5. The time factor—With a simpler construction mode, fewer
environmental problems, a more experienced labor force available,
and more favorable terrain in most of Canada, construction of the
Alcan system should pose fewer problems, and have a longer lead
time to deal with them. While Alyeska had a long delay from 1969
to late 1973, there is little evidence that intensive planning oc-
curred during that period. After Congressional approval came in
late 1973, Alyeska carried out its final planning and construction
in three and one-half years. The final pfanning and execution pe-
rniod for either gas project is at least five years and the overrun
analyses herein have allowed for six to six and one-half years.

6. Delays.—The Alyeska project suffered excessive delays be-
cause of strict new environmental laws enacted after it had ini-
tially ordered the pipe and some construction equipment. Govern- .
ment agencies required considerable time to write regulations and
to staff operations. In addition, after construction started, numer-
ous government inspectors monitored contractors and subcontrac-
tors, occasionally shutting down construction.

Conditions should be considerably better during construction of
the gas pipeline. First, the government itself is now more knowl-
edgeable agout the inspection process and can be expected to make
fewer errors. The Office of Federal Inspector is designed to achieve
greater coordination of the government monitoring and enforce-
ment process. The occasionally conflicting orders given by different
departments or agencies during construction of the Alyeska project

be avoided. Second, contractors have learned to some exent to
adapt to the government inspection process. Third, the gas line will
raise fewer environmental problems. Overall, delays resulting from
environmental regulations and government oversight and inspec-

- tion should be much less during construction of a gas pipeline.

The projects will also be much less constrained by institutional
delays of the that confronted Alyeska from 1969 until enact-
ment of the TAPS Act in 1973. Similar to the TAPS Act, Section
11 of ANGTA contains tight restrictions on judicial review of the
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authorization and certification process. While private litigants can
still challenge Government actions, such elaims must be brought
within 60 days of such action, and filed only in the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia. This Court will act as a Spe-
ciai)e Court with exclusive jurisdiction over such matters. There are
no specific limitations on judicial review of Federal enforcement ac-
tions, but it is not foreseen that such litigation will result in in-
junctions or restraining orders that increase the potential for
delays and cost overruns.

?1 Paso and Alcan each face institutional barriers other than
potential judicial delays. For El Paso, the problem of siting an LNG
facility in California has high potential for delay. The Western
LNG Terminal Company has been investigating proposed locations
for approximately two years, and no final decision has yet been
reached. Recently, an offshore LNG facility has been receiving con-
sideration, but gas companies and State officials estimate that 8 to
10 years of design development and construction work would be re-
quired before it could be operational.

For Alcan, the problem of resolving native claims in the Yukon
Territory in Canada had once threatened to delay construction.
However, the Government of Canada has recently assured the U.S.
that resolution of these claims will not delay construction and will
not result in any monetary cost or claim against the Pipeline.
Under the Agreement, it is expected that construction in the Yukon
will commence by January 1, 1981.

In general, the magnitude of these projects virtually ensures
some delay in the start of full operations—either because of mate-
rial supply, logistics, reduced labor productivity or other problems.
Therefore, this Report estimates that commencement of full oper-
ations for Alcan could be delayed to January 1, 1984, and for El
Paso to July 1, 1984. By comparison, the Task Force Report on
Cost Overrun and Construction Delay estimated a starting date of
July 1984 for Alcan and February 1985 for El Paso.

7. Remote and inhospitable location.—Both projects would ex-
perience many of the same problems associated with remote loca-
tions as did Alyeska. The benefit of the Alyeska erience, how-
ever, should assist in coping more successfully with these problems.
The most tangible benefit of the Alyeska experience is the existence
of the infrastructure—e.g., roads, camps, communications—created
by Alyeska. In Canada, the southern portions of the Alcan system
would be in less remote locations and present fewer problems.

8. Geotechnical considerations.—Alyeska encountered many un-
expected geotechnical conditions, but had done relatively little ad-
vance coring and soil testing which could have reduced the unex-
pected problems that arose later and allowed for improved engi-
neering design and scheduling of work requirements.

Either of the gas fipeline projects will be able to reduce its
number of.site-required design changes by using the construction
data generated by Alyeska and by carrying out a more extensive
coring and soil testing program prior to construction. In addition,
the site-specific design changes that were required will probably be
less expensive. - % .

Unexpected geological conditions could significantly increase
the cost of constructing an El Paso LNG plant and shipping termi-
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nal. Similarly, Alyeska experienced significant cost overruns in con-
structing the Valdez terminal. El Paso probably would escape such
problems if, as expected, it finds shallow bedrock at the Gravina
Point terminal site. If not, El Paso could duplicate or exceed the

Valdez terminal cost overrun.

Cost overrun estimates under expected conditions

Comparison of the El Paso and Alcan projects under expected
conditions with Alyeska indicates that both projects would be able
to avoid or minimize many problems that led to high cost overruns
for Alyeska. Cost estimates of both projects appear to be based on
much more reliable data and experience. There are also fewer un-
certainties than were associated with Alyeska's early esumates, or
even its estimates made as late as 1974 or early 1975. In addition,
several problems that significantly contributed to cost overruns on
the Alyeska project will not be as senious for these projects. While
overruns can be expected, they will be of relatively lJower mag-
nitude than Alyeska’s.

Obviously, any prediction of future cost overruns is highly
judgmental. Specifically, it depends on judgments about future pro-
ductivity, future supply-demand relationships, and geological and
technical problems. But despite these uncertainties, for the purpose
of this analysis some judgments must be made.

Overall, it has been estimated that cost overruns of 30 percent
or more should be expected in Alaska and Canada for construction
of a gas transportation system. But in many areas, the managers
of a gas transportation project should benefit from the Alyeska ex-
perience and hold down overruns. This conclusion is based on care-
ful comparison with the Alyeska experience and proceeds from the
findings of the July Task Force Report on Cost Overruns and Con-
struction Delays.

- Certain distinctions, however, should be drawn between Alcan
and El Paso with regard to cost overruns. For Alcan, the cost esti-
mates in Canada are substantially lower than the cost estimates
for equivalent work done in Alaska. These estimates are highly un-
certain. Alcan offers several explanations for the significant dif-
ferential between costs to do the same job in Alaska and Canada.
It contends that wage rates in Canada are about one-half the level
in Alaska and that the productivity of labor in Canada has histori-
cally been higher. Futhermore, with the exception of the Yukon
section, the Canadian terrain is typically mu:ﬁ better. Below the
60th parallel, the requirement for gravel work pads is minimal. As
the line moves into British Columbia and Alberta, the Alcan con-
struction conditions will not vary materially from those encoun-
tered in the Northern United States, and lower construction costs
can be expected.

On the other hand, the NEB closely examined Alcan’s costs in
Canada and concluded that cost overruns in the range of 20 to 30
percent were “not unlikely”. Furthermore, it is significant that the
Alcan productivity estimates for Alberta are substantially higher
than the estimates of Arctic Gas for comparable terrain. The Ai:an
cost estimates must be substantially edjusted to enable a realistic
comparison between Alcan and El Paso. Therefore, the cost esti-
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mates used herein provided for a 40 percent increase in the filed
costs of Alcan for Canada.

The cost estimates of El Paso are in turn, subject to two major
uncertainties. The first is El Paso’s cost estimates for pipeline con-
struction in Alaska. El Paso estimated these costs, including inter-
est during construction, at $2.204 billion ($1975)—$242 million less
than Alcan’s Alaska estimates of $2.446 billion. The relation be-
tween the El Paso cost estimates and the Alcan cost estimates is
simply not consistent, however, with the physical plant require-
ments, but may be partially explained by the fact that the El Paso
estimates were made several months earlier.

The higher Alcan estimates represent 731 miles of pipeline in
Alaska, 9.6 percent less mileage than E] Paso's 809 miles.}® While
Alcan would use a larger diameter pipe (48-inch for Alcan, 42-inch
for El Paso), it would also have a thinner wall (0.60 inch for Alcan,
0.752 inch for El Paso). Consequently, Alcan would require about
17 percent less pipe steel in Alaska than El Paso. This differential
is reflected in the respective cost estimates of the parties. The El
Paso estimated materials cost for pipe was $805 million. Alcan esti-
mated $659 million, or some 18 percent less. Finally, El Paso could
have 10 compressor station sites in Alaska; Alcan would have only
8 sites. El Paso would have 234,000 installed compressor horse-
power; Alcan would have 212,000 horsepower.

On the other hand, Alcan would have more installed refrigera-
tion horsepower than El Paso, and installation costs for 48-inch
Fipe would be slightly higher than those for 42-inch pipe. The fol-
owing Exhibit summarizes the comparisons.

EXHIBIT 3.—COMPARISON OF EL PASO AND ALCAN PIPELINE FACILITIES iN

ALASKA
B Paso [2 ¢ Bk} Acan (2 4 Bog) Percery
Mies L) .2 805 ™ -96
Ppe AZ D)8 (M) SO0
Retatve steel factor (n DTL) 8.006 6614 -114
Ppe material est. $805,171,000 $659.233,000 -
Compressor stations : 10 - s "—~200
Compressor HP nstaded .. 234,000 212,000 -94
Retrigeration comp. instaked 53,6580 ' 84470 +57.0

By way of further comparison, Alcan and El Paso propose vir-
tually identical alignments for the first 5§39 miles in Alaska. The
overall costs of the two systems should be comparable to that point.
At Delta Junction, the Alcan line departs from the Alyeska corridor
and proceds southeast along the Alcan Highway. The El Paso line
continues along the Alyeska corridor to a point about 40 miles from
Gravina Point, from which it creates a new right-of-way through
the mountainous Chugach National Forest. m the common
point of Delta Junction southward, Alcan would traverse 192 more
miles in Alaska, while El Paso would traverse abut 265 miles and

1°There would be 831 miles for the realignment which El Paso now roposes to build. The
comparisons here consider coly the base cases of El Paso and Alean. El Paso estimated the re-
alignment to have a net cost of about $70 million edditicnal.
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some significantly more difficult terrain.!! There is no readily ap-
parent reason that the 192 miles of Alcan pipeline should cost sig-
nificantly more than the 265 miles of El Paso pipeline.

The proper relationship between El Paso and Alcan is reflected
in the recently released Aerospace, Inc., study of June 1977 that
was prepared for the Department of the Interior. The direct cost es-
timates therein for the El Paso pipeline in Alaska are $1.963 bil-
lion. The cost estimate for a 48-inch, 1680 psig *? pipeline along the
Alcan base route in Alaska is $1.812 billion.

To allow for cost overruns the El Paso estimates were esca-
lated by the same amount used by the Cost Overrun Task Force
to arrive at $2.5 billion in direct costs (1975 dollars) or $2.85 billion
(1975 dollars) including interest during construction (IDC). The
overrun case for Alcan used here is $2.38 billion in direct costs,
$2.67 billion including IDC. These figures provide a better comparni-
son between Alcan and El Paso in Alaska.

The second major uncertainty for El Paso is the cost of the
LNG liquefaction plant and marine terminal on Prince William
Sound, Alaska. The scale up factor and the geotechnical uncertain-
ties create a high risk of substantial cost overruns. The Cost Over-
run Task Force estimated the cost of these facilities to be $2.0 bil-
lion. The Aerospace, Inc., study estimated $1.59 billion. The esti-
mates here used allow for $1.8 billion, plus $75 million to cover
cooling towers that would likely be required to minimize the ther-
mal pollution of Prince William Sound. '

El Paso would also construct eig~: LNG tankers of 165,000 to
175,000 cubic meter capacity (m®) with roughly 125,000 tons dis-
placement.!3 El Paso estimates the LNG tanker cost at $1.365 bil-
lion. The Cost Overrun task force estimated $1.65 billion; Aero-
space, Inc. uses $1.234 billion. The evidence submitted by Arctic
Gas in the FPC proceeding shows an 8.8 percent overrun or $1.485
billion, and in fact, the most probable estimate is $1.45 billion.

In the lower 48 States, the facilities for El Paso and Alcan
present no unique construction problems. Therefore, the cost over-
run case used herein assumes only a few percent overrun for these
facilities. .

The following table sets forth the estimated capital costs for
the base and overrun cases. The capital cost or the gross plant in
service is a dominant element in the cost of service and net na-
tional economic benefit calculations.!¢

11 The El Paso realigneoent case has about 285 miles beyond Delta Junction.

"Ehil would be more erpensive than Alcan's 48-inch, 1260 pei system because of more pipe
ttee

The ultimate size of the E! Paso ahips would be determined by the siting of the
regasification facility in Californis. For example, if Point Conception was the site, 165,000 m*
would be adequate. If Oxnard was the site, 175,000 m*.would be required. See FPC, Rec-
ommendation to the President, pp. VI11—26-28. i *

'NNEB calculations, bawever, use anly the direct capital costs, without interest during con-
struction.
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" the value of the project to in

CAPITAL COSTS
[tn b3Sons of dollars]
Bas cove ! Ovemun cam
{Corrert &b
] Curent dodent 1975 aodars
Agn! '
Aaga 1x5 3@ 2673
Canaa 436 6501 4.19%
_Norhem Border 1427 1513 1.014
PGT, PGAE e .983 i~
Suteotal 10.044 13204 851
U.S. share of Dempster ne A 63 382
Suteotal 1042 13897 8833
Less Canadian “Share” {1.000) (1.489) (-960)
U.S. “Share” of capital cost 9412 12.368 790
B Paso:
Alagka Ppeiine 3.050 4419 2848
Aasa ING 2385 2288 2120
Shipg 207 2285 1473
Regas Plant 342 674 434
Lower 48 591 1032 £65
Tow 8.985 11.689 7541
VBAG on 8 43-nCh 1SE0 P SR Detwesh Whishorns and James Rimer capedie of ¥weponrg 35 datd N g Sinch 1120 pui
System was constuced, e capidsl cosB coutd be L3
2 Dafived rom e 1575 Direat Capta! Coms by te

sokowt.
3T Base casas e330me COTRiStan OW Yoo/ earfer han e Oveaun tases whch eccounts for & porion of fw dfterencs.

The foregoing table includes all capital costs in Canada in
which the U.S. shares. If the Dempster Line is never constructed,
the capital cost on the main line in the overrun case would be
$6.111 billion (1984 dollars) because of the reduced compression
horsepower requirements. Total U.S. share of capital cost would be
$12.767 billion.

COST OF SERVICE

The cost of service advantage of the Alcan overland pipeline
system is substantial and constitutes a crucial element of this dea-
sion. Cost of service is perh?:s the principal factor in determining

ividual consumers. If the cost of serv-
ice is not sufficiently low enough to ensure that the delivered cost
of the gas will be below the cost of alternative fuels, the value of
the project is greatly reduced.

A cost of service calculation generally includes all transpor-
tation charges other than fuel expense. The major cateogries of ex-
pense include the return on invested capital (interest and divi-
dends), return of invested capital (through annual depreciation
charges), Federal and State income taxes, other taxes, and operat-
ing and maintenance expenses (O&M). While annual depreaation
charges are constant throughout the depreciable life of the project
and O&M es tend to increase with the rate of inflation, the
other items decline over time as the amount of net invested capital
(gross plant less accumulated depreciation) falls.

These declining items usually result in a project cost of service
that decreases steadily over time, with the extent of the decrease
dependent upon the rate of inflation. Although this decreasing cost
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of service is customi?', a downward-sloping service charge to the
consumer over the life of the project is not essential. Payments
from consumers can be adj to a more constant or stable level
over the accounting life of the project.

However, to compensate investors for deferral of their return
in the early years of the project, and to cover the resultant increase
in the total interest burden, the average delivered cost of the gas
to consumers must be increased substantially; a complete leveling
would increase the average cost about 20 percent over the life of
the project. The decision whether to “level out” the tariff must be
made by the FPC in the context of the actual financing and tariff
proposals made by the applicants prior to final certification.

Alcan and El Paso: Cost of service comparison

The fundamental difference between El Paso and Alcan is that
an overland pipeline system is inherently more efficient than an
LNG transportation system. The liquefaction process involves sig-
nificant energy losses that have a multiptlging adverse effect upon
cost of service. First, the direct cost 16 for the natural gas consumed
by El Paso is 34 percent higher than Alcan or equivalent to 3 cents
per mmbtu (1975 dollars). Second, the volumes of gas delivered are
reduced thus leaving a 3.4 percent smaller base over which to
spread the capital costs. The increase in cost of service for this vol-
ume differential is about 4 cents per mmbtu. The El Paso system
also has 100 percent higher operating cost, or the equivalent of an-
other 8.5 cents per mmbtu increase 1n the cost of service. This op-
erating cost differential is attributable to the added labor required
to operate the Alaska LNG plant and the LNG tankers. In sum,
the Alcan pipeline system has a 16.5-cent direct advantage apart
from capial cost of financing consideration.

The El Paso cost of service would approach the Alcan cost of
service only if the more technologically complex El Paso system
could be constructed for about 25 percent less than the portion of
the Alcan system attributable to the U.S. There is no basis for such
a conclusion. No reasonably plausible independent assessment of
capital costs, suggests that to be a possibiﬁet;.“ On the basis of
filed costs, the El Paso 20-year avere_a’ge cost of service is $1.09 per
mmbtu; Alcan’s is $.81 per mmbtu,7 or $.28 less. The Cost Over-
run task force “expected case” cost of service was $1.26 for the El
Paso system and $1.09 for the Alcan system, or $.17 less.

COMPARATIVE SYSTEM COST ECONOMICS COST OVERRUN CASE

B Pamo Aot Aoan®
Direct cost (in biions of 1675 dolar) $5.800 $7166 $a.01
indsras! during constnuction $0.740 $a.767 $0.852
Total capital cost (n bilions of 1975 coflars)? $7.540 790 $8.89
Annual DM cocts (in mihong of 1975 colars) — e $i68 “$84
3¢ Consistent with practice througbout the Report the fuel cost is assumed to be $1.00
mmbty (1976 dollars). This uestionably is lower than actual coet will be. A higher fuel c‘:‘;
"D‘lilld incresse El Pasoc’s cost of service o a relatively higher degree than Alcan’s.
Tbe overrun case used herein places El Paso 5 percent lower; the July 1 task force "expected
case” placed El Paso 42 t lower, of course, not including the “adjustments resulting from

the Agreement oo Principles with Canada. : .
Not including & U.S. share of the Dawsen Spur which on £led costs would be $.0479,
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COMPARATIVE SYSTEM COST ECONOMICS COST OVERRUN CASE—Continued

B Pamo Acan Aan ¥

Annwal tuel cost @ $1/mmbty (milons) $106 £ 95)

Annual U.S. deversd volumes® (They) 888 918

Fuel efficiency (percent *89.3 921
Average US. cost of service (n dilions of 1975 callan):

Fist § years $184 1

Second § yeas 128 1.13

Third § years 5 .n

Fourth S years . 57

20-yea! gverzge = w2 1.04

Nel natoral economic beneft (in tiors of 1975 dollars) . ¥~ s

'memmnmuwmwmnus wwre of Pese corlt or e sectn of Pe

oton
mMmdsmnwwmunnumhammmawm.’

h arret dlas, ot 0
bl for e US. slocaied ad iotal Ak syrtem, respectivaly. Ses g 157.
“Basad on US. share of cons 1 P sactons of P Sysem cany®g Doth Uniad Stalas end Canadian voluras, pha 813 perce of
OdM cors Dewson-Wiktehone secton of Te :
[

: mmswm.mammnnu-w
© taagont ed Uity sighty Dwe vohames 23614 ) ot sigry Deer By coment (1130).
¢ Exchuces bunie of cormsmpsion by £l Paso tankar et which would hrthe! reduce oversd sysem srery #fficiency © 7.5 percent.

{
L
i
g
3

As indicated in the following Table, the overrun cases used in
the Decision and Report place the cost of service at $1.21 for El
Paso® and $1.04 for Alcan.’® This is a $.17 difference. Over the
first 20 years alone, the overland pipeline system will save consum-
ers conservatively about $6 billion (nominal), and average of $300
million per year. Further, savings will continue long into the fu-
ture. The Prudhoe Bay field is expected to produce gas in signifi-
cant volumes for more than 25 years. The pipeline facilities will
have a useful life in excess of 40 years.

Alcan cost of service pursuant to the agreement on principles

The Alcan cost of service must be analyzed from the perspec-
tive of both the Canadian National Energy Board (NEB) Decision
(a:nd tcllxe Agreement on Principles between the United States and

anada.

The NEB decision provided for a rerouting of the Alcan main
line through Dawson City, Yukon, to facilitate the transportation
of up to 1. 2 befd of Mackenzie Delta reserves. That rerouting would
have compelled the expenditure of $600 million at least two to
three years prior to the time it would be needed and would have
added further interest costs of $150 to $240 million. If Canada did
not construct the Dempster Line, the U.S. consumer would have
paid more than $2 billion over the life of ctengECt for no reason.

If the Dempster Line had been constru and 1.2 befd of Ca-
nadian gas flowed, the U.S. cost of service would have increased

18 Apart from cost overruns, the pa.lnmblemtheﬂ?uomtofuwmuﬁn;mné
costs. eSl.letrmmbtumto-ervwenbuedupm‘jpcmtmtofdctﬂbrthew
tankers on the assum that the MARAD guaranteed loans be available. The returs oo eg-
uity for the ships is 17 percent ealculsted oo & discounted cash Dow basis, as fled by El Paso.
Tbeovenllcuto(therawduofhbcw&xtdudependmtupmtbedehkqmtynmmumed
and whether and bow much preferred s could be used. These matters have been the subject
of considersble debate through the proceeding. The capital structureused here is the same as
that assumed for Alcan, 75-25 debt-equity ratio, 15 percent return co equity, 10 percent cost
of debt. Under various other asaumptions, the cost of sarvice could be between $1.18 and $1.21.
!*Incuding the cost of the U.S. sbare of the cost of the Dawson Spur.
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from $1.07 to $1.12 per mmbtu because of system inefhiciencies.
The amount of natural gas delivered to the U.S. would have de-
creased by about 40 Tbtu annually. As a result of these lost vol-
umes and inefficiencies, the cost to American consumers would still
have been $2 billion more over the first 20 years than the project
which emerged from the Agreement on Principles.

The project authorized in the Agreement on Principles also
represents one of those unique, rare negotiating results in which
both parties cap justifiably claim to have improved their position
over the starting point—the original NEB decision. This is appar-
ent from the following comparison.

- AgreeTwX on procipies NEB decison
Unded St~ Canas Unded Saates Canace

Dempster ine not constncied:

Cos! of service * 3100 e — 307 e,

Fuel usage (percent) (-3 I 6.7 e
Dempster ine construcied:

Cost of service $1.04 122 $1.12 $1.43

Fuel usage (percent) 77 13 1n2 97

YUS. st of sarvice 8 e 204ea sversge 0 19TS colars. Conaden coft of servos & lor 188S. in nomina dolars.
2 indudng te 5200 sacbeconaMc paymark secormemended by e NEB.

The Agreement on Principles contemplates that a higher ca-
acity system 2° will be constructed from Whitehorse to the James
iver. It Canada does not construct the Dempster Line, the United

States would bear the full additional cost of the higher capacity
system. The cost of service data contained in this analysis is based
upon a 48-inch, 1680 psi system from Whitehorse to James River.

e 1680 psi system is slightly more efficient in the 3.6 befd range
than the 54-inch, 1120 psi system. Thus, if the 54-inch system ulti-
mately is installed, the U.S. cost of service would be higher by
about 1 percent in all cases except where Canada does not con-
struct the Dempster Line.2!

If a 1680 system is installed and Canada does not build the
Dempster Line, the 20-year average U.S. cost of service would be
about $1.00. The system would have lower fuel and operating ex-
penses than a 1260 system but the savings would not be quite suf-
ficient to offset carrying charges on the increased capital outlays.
On the other hand, the system does provide a large amount of inex-
pensive expansibility that would be used in the event significant
new finds of natural gas are made in Alaska.

If Canada builds the Dempster Line and deliverability from
the Mackenzie Delta is 1.2 bcfd, the cost of service will v with
the level of cost overruns on the mainline system in Canada and
on ‘he Dawson Spur. From a 0 to 35 percent cost overrun, the U.S.
would pay 100 percent of the Whitehorse to Dawson section. At the
expected 40 percent case, the U.S would pay 83% percent or the
ratio of U.S. to joint volumes at Whitehorse, whichever is higher.
At 45 percent and over the US. would pay 66% percent, or the
ratio ol U.S. to joint volumes at Whitehorse, whichever is higher.

”T_lExlher a 46-ioch, 1680 pai or & 64-inch, 1120 pai are the moast likely alternatives. The
selection will be determined after a joint testing program is completed .

21T1At 2.4 bfd, the S4-inch, 1120 pai system would be slightly more economically efficient.
It has a lower initia! capital cost.
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In the cost overrun range of 35 to 45 percent, the U.S. share
would vary linearly from 100 percent to 66% percent, unless the
actual volumes of U.S. gas in the line commit the U.S. to provide
a greater share.

In the lower cost overrun case of 35 percent or below, under
which the U.S. would be required to pay the entire cost of the Daw-
son Spur, the cost of service reduction from such overrun savings
on the main line would more than offset any increase in cost of

service resulting from increasing to 100 percent the U.S. share of

the Dawson to Whiteborse segment. For example, with an overrun
of 25 percent in Canada, the U.S. pays 100 percent. In this exam-
ple, the average U.S. cost of service over a twenty year period
would be approximately $1.00 per mcf (1975 dollars), or 4 cents
less than the expected overrun case of 40 percent under which the
U.S would pay only 83% percent of the Dawson Spur instead of the
100 percent the U.S. would pay in the 25 percent overrun case.

The agreement also imposes a ceiling on U.S. liability for the
Dawson Spur of 35 percent above filed costs. The Canadians, in
turn, can credit all the cost overrun savings they achieve on the
main line system carrying just Canadian gas, and %4’s (or relative
volumes) of such savings on the shared system, against their cost
overruns on the Dawson to Whitehorse section. Finally, the U.S
share of the Dawson Spur cost of service cap never be less than the
U.S. percentage of actual volumes at Whitehorse, multiplied by the
actual costs of the Dawson Spur, notwithstanding the Dawson Spur
ceihng and the overrun formula. This }ast condition is only relevant
in the case where substantial overruns in excess of 50 percent are
experienced on the entire system.

This agreement creates new incentives—on a portion of the
project within Canada’s jurisdiction and not otherwise subject to
our control-—which could significantly lower the cost of service to
the U.S. and at the same time enhance the project’s financeability.

" The application of these principles in varying factual situations
is illustrated by the following table.

thr«m D-nm&vcu)! US. bue COS' o-mu?cos Towt US.COS
1 .- Fi3 25 0.9556 0.0567 10122
2 . K 4] 30 9679 0601 1.0280
3 ‘30 50 8679 o 1.0396
4 k< ¢} 100 5679 062 1.0
5. k) 3B s&2 | 0606 1.0478
6 40 k) 927 L0505 1.4
b 4 - 40 987 0505 1.0432
8 . [} 3% 1.0047 D04 1.045¢
| [} 45 1.00¢7 0436 1.0483
10 ... 50 ) 10120 0480 10810
1M 5 100 1.01%0 582 1onz

‘Assumas vobmes of 24 txKI om Pruatos Bey ed 12 i) fom s Mackensie Deda.

Lines 1 and 2 represent 25 percent and 30 percent cost overrun
- cases for both the main line and the Dawson Spur. Under the
Agreement, the U.S. would pay 100 percent of the Dawson Spur
cost of service.

Line 3 provides an example of the crediting mechanism be-
tween the main line and the Dawson Spur. The 30 percent cost
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overrun would result in a capital savings of about $245 million
below the 35 percent cost overrun. Assuming that U.S. and Cana-
dian volumes are 2.4 befd and 1.2 befd, respectively, and all of the
cost reduction is on.the main line south of Whitehorse, Canada
would have a credit of $163 million to apply to the cost of the Daw-
son Spur. A 50 percent cost overrun on the Dawson Spur would be
only $81 million greater than a 35 percent cost overrun. Thus, Can-
ada would have a sufficient credit to hold the U.S. share to 100
percent.

The case in Line 4 assumes a 100 percent cost overrun on the
Dawson Spur.??2 The Canadian credit here also would be $163 mil-
lion. The Dawson Spur (DS) adjustment is determined by the £:]-
lowing formula:

1.35 filed DS cost (baseVactual DS cost minus credit
Applied to this case, the formula is:

73371084 ~ 163=.7959DSCOS(.0869)=.0692

for the Dawson Spur cost of service. o

Note that the U.S. contribution to the Dawson Spur is slightly
less in this 100 percent Dawson Spur overrun case than in the 50
percent overrun case. Under the agreement, the U.S. share of the
Dawson Spur cost of service decreases from 100 percent to 663
percent in this instance depending on the overrun level of the Daw-
son Spur. This increase in capital costs of the Dawson Spur above
a 35 percent overrun level has a greater impact under the formula
in reducing U.S. cost of service share than it has in increasing the
full Dawson Spur cost of service. This is 80 because full cost of
service contains fixed costs that do not vary with capital cost over-
runs (e.g., operating and maintenance expenses). The greater the
percentage of fixed costs, the less cost the overall cost of service
will increase because of a given addition to capital costs.

While this precise effect (i.e., reduction in U.S. share where
cost overruns are higher) would not obtain if the system was more
capital intensive, e.g., a 36-inch or. 42-inch pipe was installed, the
general direction would be the same. Cost overruns on the Dawson
. Spur will not have a significant impact on U.S. cost of service. in

any case where the 6625 percent floor is not reached.

The case in- Line 5 is the “base” case. There are no credits
available from main line construction. The Dawson Spur overrun
is 35 percent. The U.S. would pay 100 percent of the Dawson Spur.

In the example on Line 6, the U.S. share of the Dawson Spur
{isnat 83%s percent because of the 40 percent overrun on the main

e.

In the case represented by Line 7, the base U.S. ghare is 83%
percent, but the Dawson Spur adjustment operates since Dawson
Spur overruns are above 35 percent. The result is:

733/760=.9645.833=.8034.0629=$.0505
for the Dawson Spur cost of service, and $1.0432 overall.

23This assumes s very unlikely occurrence in light of the cost of the main line.
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In Case 8, the U.S. share of the Dawson Spur has declined to
6624 percent (or a volumetric share) because of overruns on the
main line. -

In Cases 9, 10 and 11, the mainline overruns have caused the
U.S. share of the Dawson Spur to decline to 66%4 percent. Since the
6624 percent floor has been reached, the US. pays that percent of
total Dawson Spur cost of service, or .667.0650=8.0436 for the Daw-
son Spur cost of service in the 45 percent case. In the 50 percent
case, the Dawson Spur cost of service would be .667.0717=$.0480.
In the 100 percent case, it would be .667.0869=$.0582.

All of the above capital cost and cost of service data assume
that the input volumes of gas will be 2.4 bcfd for the U.S. and 1.2
befd for Canada. On the basis of present geological information, 2.4
befd from Prudhoe Bay is more likely than 1.2 befd from the Mac-
kenzie Delta. Deliverability from the presently proved reserves in
the Mackenzie Delta more likely would be’in the range of .7 to .8
befd. A reduction in Canadian volumes would, of course, substan-
tially increase the U.S. share of the system in Canada. However,
it would not materially alter the U.S. cost of service. If the joint
system was designed for 3.1 to 3.2 befd, the capital costs would be
lower by about $100 million, the U.S. operating expenses would be
lower, fuel consumption would be lower in absolute and relative
terms, and the delivered volumes would be higher. These cost re-
duction factors would offset the increase caused by the larger U.S.
share of the base capital costs of the mainline system. For example,
at 1.2 befd from Canada with a 40 percent overrun in Canada, the
base U.S. cost of service would be $.9927. With the system rede-
;igned for .7 befd from Canada, the U.S. cost of service would be

.9950.

The capital cost, operating expenses and delivery factors oper-
ate as well with respect to the cost-sharing on the Dawson Spur.
To illustrate, the estimated overall U.S. cost of service at 3.6 bcfd
(2.4 plus 1.2) in the overrun case is $1.0432. With 3.1 befd (.07 befd
of Canadian gas) the U.S. cost of service would be slightly lower,
about $1.035.

NET NATIONAL ECONOMIC BENEFIT

The net national economic benefit (NNEB) to the United States
of the Alcan project also substantially exceeds that from the El
Paso project. The NNEB measures the desirability of a project from
the public perspective. The NNEB of a project is the present value
of the benefits derived less the present value of the resources em-
ployed in undertaking the project. The benefit is measured by the
value of energy delivered to the lower-48 States. A value of $2.62
Eer mmbtu for natural gas in 1975 dollars was used throughout the

PC hearings and is based upon a study done for the Department
of the Intenor that was market oriented rather than resource on-
ented. This value also formed the basis of the NNEB calculation
contained in the National Economic Impact Task Force Report of
July 1977

To ascertain the reasonableness of this value-the resource cost
of the most probable substitute for natural gas, No. 2 distillate,
was determined. Based upon a mid-1977 price of $14.50 per barrel
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for imported oil and plausible assumptions regarding producer
taxes and the resource investment that is required to refine crude
to obtain No. 2 distillate, $2.60 per mmbtu is a fair measure of the
current resource cost of this substitute for natural gas.?

Further, the real! value of natural gas is likely to increase over
time as the real cost of imported oil increases. If the real value of
gas increases at a rate of only 2 percent per year, the value of the
gross benefits determined herein would increase approximately 35
percent, and the NNEB would approximately double.

There are five general categories of resource costs used in the
NNEB calculation: the Prudhoe Bay field costs of conditioning the
gas and using water injection in place of reinjected gas to pres-
surize the field; the initial capital costs of the transportation sys-
tems; annual operating and maintenance costs; the costs of public
services used to support the project (measured in terms of the prop-
erty taxes the project will be required to pay); and, in the case of
Alcan, the annual cost of service payments to Canada for transport-
ing the gas 2

The components underlying these benefit and cost factors are
displayed in Exhibits 4 and 5, and the NNEB components are sum-
marized in Exhibit 6 for El Paso and Alcan under the cost overrun
case herein. Alcan’s NNEB exceeds that of El Paso by over $1.1 bil-
lion, which is approximately 25 percent of the El Paso NNEB. Most
of that difference is attributable to the reduced volumes of gas that
El Paso would deliver because of its high fuel consumption. The
real resource cost associated with the transportation are nearly
equal, with the higher sum of the Alcan facilities, plus Canadian
cost of service for Alcan, being offset by El Paso’s large operating
and maintenance expenditures.

EXHIBIT 4 —ALCAN NNEB COMPONENTS

[Dolar amounts in mBons)
Yo Drons  Foud gur- oy USowe  US. wang  US @ oneus  US men
"
“"w"."’q 5 ey -::: 0N it ot son was phiey

1977 .. ] (] [} 0 0 [ [ [/}
1978 _ 0 0 0 $100 0 0 0 0
979 ... 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 0
1980 ... 0 $200 0 2400 0 0 0 0
1981 __ 0 3 0 8280 0 0 0 °
1982 _ ° a0 0 14970 0 o 0 o
1963 _ 0 500 0 12599 0 0 0 °
1984 ... 9358 0 $8 <] $16.4 $37.4 $136.4 $1.3304¢
1985 __... 9036.1 0 8 0 0 »2 . 1287 1238
1986 __. s 0 ¢ 0 0 az 1212 11764
1967 __... $16.0 0 8 [+] 0 Q3 1142 1109.5
1968 ... 9159 [/} B 0 0 (LX) 18 10518
1989 9167 [«] [} 0 0 a7 1013 10194
1990 ._._ 9174 o] 8 243 0 50.1 954 278
191 ___ - §1o o ¢ 184 () 26 9.7 9677
192 94E [} [} 7 ] 852 X 544 B
1993 ... 9183 4} 8 1% 0 58.0 682 jraX}

3>The value of gas is undoubtedly higher since the intrinsic value of gas is greater than that
of oil (ciean, efficient, etc.) and a continustion of gas supply avoids the capital costs of conver-
sion.

3¢Fuel costs are pot included. The U.S. will supply its share of fuel used to transport the gar
through Csnada and that cost is reflected automstcally in the benefit calculation.
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EXHIBIT 4 —ALCAN NNEB COMPONENTS—Conlinued

{Dolar amounts in mong)
Deioves  Fadd pan o8 o US.oww  US US. e o0 ie US. s
Your us pliors emgad  #O0 WY S w‘:" =on o0 e Cawow
Bav's} concitondyg ‘l.u-. pot MArienEce oals

1994 .. 2113 0 [} 0 0 09 83 903.5
1985 - 9188 0 [} 0 (] [.xX] 58 885.0
1996 .. 9190 0 8 0 0 67.1 5.0 8680
1997 .. N6 0 [] 0 0 s 436 8522
1998 .. 0.0 0 [ 0 0 40 485 837.6
1999 o K06 0 [} 0 0 na 414 8253
2000 ... 0205 0 . 3 0 0 816 s 8126
2000 __.. 05 0 ] 0 0 8.7 us 8128
2002 .. 9147 [/} [ ] 0 4] 899 26 1992
2003 .. 919.4 0 8 0 0 844 28 7671
2004 ... 9190 0 8 0 0 92 28 TAES
2005 ... 9190 0 8 0 0 104.1 1.0 707.0
2006 ... 9190 0 8 0 N ¢} 1083 152 6787
2007 .. 919.0 0 8 0 0 148 1ns 651.6
2008 9150 0 8 0 0 1208 17 625.5

2009 ... 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0

2010 ... 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
Told 2.998.0 1484 200 3.949.4 16.4 V765" 1.544.0 25164

EXHIBIT 5—EL PASO NNEB COMPONENTS
[Dolar smounts in mikons)

Debversd Foti o (i< vars- us. . US. san
Yoar ms o P ’:; port tech- Usﬁ -mﬂ:: 0':;: s Csumm
ons Bvs)  condonng rerce [~ ] marterwrce oas
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1] 0 ] $80 0 0 0 0
] ] Y 180 [+ 0 0 0
[} $200 0 50 0 0 0 0
] 344 [} 1275 [} 0 0 e
0 400 0 2375 0 0 0 0
0 $00 0 1880 0 0 0 0
a4 [ 12 480 0 $130.3 $1256 0
888 1] 8 0 0. 16 2708 0
888 0 8 0 0 2873 2603 0
888 0 8 0 0 216 2498 0
888 0 ] 0 0 316.7 2393 0
888 4] [ 1] <} s 288 [
888 0 8 0 0 432 2183 [
8as8 [+] 8 0 0 366.6 2078 4]
838 ] 8 0 0 3849 1972 0
838 0 8 0 0 062 1857 0
883 0 8 0 0 Q44 1762 0
888 1] 8 o 0 “us 6 165.7 0
1) 0 8 0 0 &9 1842 0
88¢ 0 8 0 1] 4913 1447 0
888 0 [] Q 0 5158 1M 0
888 0 8 0 0 5417 1236 0
888 0 8 0 0 687 1M 0
888 [+} 8 ] 1] .12 1026 0
838 0 8 0 0 €10 $2.1 0
888 0 ] 0 0 658.4 816 0
888 0 8 ] 0 €13 71 0
838 0 8 o] 0 7259 605 0
8 0 8 0 0 m2 500 0
888 0 8 0 0 803 NS [}
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EXHIBIT 5—EL PASO NNEB COMPONENTS—Continued
[Ootar amounts in miEiong]

Fald cper
Fald ; US. ree- US. oper- US. san
Your R o mmws ST USes (0T OnacUS Coradan
lore Bufs)  condaoning ';::' S popkl e toas
2008 888 0 8 [ 0 8403 230 0
2009 “ 0 4 0 0 “12 92 0
2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tol .. 2200 1,044 20 6,500 0 12,7462 T 00
EXHIBIT 6 —NNEB COMPARISON
{in bitions of 1975 Gollars)
[N Aran*
Value of gas $10.349 $11.791
Less:

Field capial costs 0sn 0873
Transpont acities 4074 234
U.S. woriang captal 0 008
U.S. OM (Geid and system) 820 RLY4
U.S. other taxes 86 22
Canadan cost of service 4 2431
NNEB 4626 5766

' Based won 2.4 b rput o 11378 Busd.

While both projects exhibit the ability to absorb substantial
cost overruns without becoming uneconomic, Alcan's ability is
greater than that of El Paso. Assuming that the elasticity of cost
of service with respect to direct cost overruns is about 0.8, Alcan’s
direct costs could increase almost 124 percent over the cost overrun
case before it would become socially uneconomic; the comparable
figure for El Paso is 114 percent.

In conclusion, the economic considerations overwhelmingly
favor the Alcan overland pigili.ne measured against the El Paso
LNG transportation system. The cost of service will be significantly
less; the net national economic benefits will be sign.iﬁcantly igher;
the amount of energy delivered will be significantly higher; and the
ability to absorb cost overruns is greater.

CHAPTER V—SAFETY, RELIABILITY AND EXPANSIBILITY

Considerations of safety, reliability and expansibility favor the
Alcan overland pipeline system in comparison to the LNG system
proposed by El Paso.

The safety record for LNG storage and transportation has been
excellent during the pastﬂ?uarter of a century. Nevertheless, LNG
facilities present marginally higher risks of a major accident than
overland pipelines. An LNG project requires a careful epproach to
facility siting. The United States may need to rely more upon LNG
in the future. However, the use of LNG should be chosen where
there is no economically and environmentally feasible alternative.

. The greater reliability of the Alcan system should be empha-
sized. The El Paso system is a multiple-mode system that would be
sized and operated at very close capacity and operational toler-
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ances, a factor that tends to decrease reliability. Further, the El
Paso pipeline would cross several major geclogic faults—the Alaska
LNG facility and the California regasification facility would be
sited in some of the most seismically active areas in the world. Al-
though the facilities can be designed and constructed to survive
structurally a major seismic event, there inevitably would be inter-
ruption in service during repair. By contrast, the seismic nisk to
the Alcan system is very small. It will approach relatively few seis-
mically active areas and will cross no known active faults in Alas-
ka. .

Finally, expansibility of capacity also weighs in favor of the
Alcan system. The capacity of a properly designed all-pipeline sys-
tem can be expanded incrementally up to a point simply by the ad-
dition of compression at relatively low capital cost. The capacity of
an LNG system, on the other hand, must be expanded in large in-
crements that may be excessive in relation to the actual need.

The specific safety and design areas which have been ad-
dressed by U.S. and Canadian authorities and to which Alcan must
now properly respond as the project moves forward include:

Safety of Design and Operation;

Potential for Service Interruption—Reliability;

Efficiency of Design and Capability of Expansion; and

Monitoring Construction and Joint U.S/Canadian Coordi-
nation.

These safety and design issues, involving new technologies for
the Alaska gas system, were reviewed by an Interagency Task
Force under the lead of the Department of Transportation (DOT),
with participation by the Departments of the Interior and Com-
merce, the Federal Energy Administration, the Energy Research
and Development Administration, and the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

SAFETY OF DESIGN AND OPERATION

The technical problems in operating a pipeline at high pres-
sures and the transportation of natural gas at chilled temperatures
have been carefully considered by government and industry offi-
cials. Specific issues include:

High strength pipe metallurgy;

The possibility of frost heave effects on the pipeline in per-
mafrost soils;

The choice of pressure testing methods; and

Development of advanced valve designs.

Final resolution of these technical issues will be needed before
there can be site specific approvals of system design and initiation
of construction. :

Pipe Metallurgy.—The principal factors that affect safety of the
pipeline sgestem are the type, design, physical properties, the metal-
lurgy of the pipe used, aruiJ uality control for the pipe.

Alcan initially proposeg to operate its 48-inch system at 1260
psig pressure with the pipeline buried and the gas chilled below
32°F before. shipment ugh permafrost regions. It is probable
that Alcan will redesign its system between Whitehorse, Yukon,
and Carolina Junction, Alberta, to increase capacity and allow for
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the economical transportation of Canadian gas from the Mackenzie
Delta. The principal alternatives are a 48-inch, 1680 psi system or
a 54-inch, 1120 system. In addition, if a 1680 system is installed
south of Whitehorse, consideration will be given to installation of
a 1680 psi system in Alaska, perhaps with a pipe diameter less
than 48-inch. The higher pressure system is generally more eco-
nomically efficient than lower pressure designs.

To date, the highest pipeﬁne operating pressure has been ap-
Eroximabely 1000 psi. From the evidence submitted at the FPC

earings, the DOT and the Safety and Design Task Force ten-
tatively have concluded that the higher operating pressures (1670
to 1680 psi) could be safely achieved with ade%xeately designed
pipe. However, further testing and evaluation will be required. The
Agreement on Principles between the United States and Canada
provides for a jointly conducted testing and evaluation program to
determine which system would offer the highest degree of safety,
reliability and efficiency. Upon completion of the testing program,
the respective regulatory authorities of each country will make a
final decision as to which type of system might be installed in each
country.

Another issue pertaining to high pressure pipe is whether spe-
cial “crack arrestors” will be requjredp to stop fracture propagation
in the event a fracture should occur. The Safety and Besign task
force concluded that the fracture toughness properties designed
into the pipe specified by the various operators should be sufficient
to prevent the initiation of a propagating crack even at arctic tem-
peratures. It therefore concluded that crack arrestors were merely
a precaution to ensure that in the remote chance a crack were to
initiate, any resulting propagation would be controlled. The task
force also reported that with proper design and installation, the ar-
restors would introduce no problems of corrosion control or stress
concentration.

However, if Alcan uses crack arrestors, the particular desi
and installation plans will be reviewed on a site-specific basis i;
the DOT to assure that they are consistent with the Federal gas
pipeline safety standards. .

Alcan plans to use high-strength, grade X-70 pipe. The grade
has been rated acceptable in the most recent survey of pipe speci-
fications published by the American Petroleum Institute (API).
However, a reference specification for X-70 pipe is not presently in-
corporated in the Federal gas pipeline safety regulations. Reports
of operating experience with X-70 pipe and its approval under liq-
uid pipeline safety standards, as well as in the standards and regu-
lations of many other countnies, make it probable that the DOT
will incorporate the API X-70 pipe specifications into its regula-
tions before commencement of Lﬁe construction on the Alaska por-
tion of the system. The economic benefits from the use of X-70 pi
provide an incentive to incorporate it into the design of the Alaska
gas system. )

Potential for “Frost Heave".—The problem of frost heave (i.e.,
the upward movement of a buried pipeline resulting from freezing
and thawing conditions), which pipelines can experience when bur-
ted in areas of discontinuous permafrost, must be adapted for the
particular conditions encountered on a site-specific basis. Depending
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upon soil characteristics, some discontinuous permafrost areas are
more subject to frost heave than others. Given the time to finalize
the route survey, field testing to determine soil conditions, and engi-
neering design capability, Alcan should be able to solve the frost
heave problem satisfactorily although costs for doing so may vary
from initial estimates.

Alcan has stated that it expects to encounter 80 miles of frost-
susceptible soil along its right-of-way. It plans to use a passive sys-
tem which consists of loose fitting insulation and select backfill.
This will be supplemented by cycling flowing gas temperatures,
" thermistor monitoring of the pipeline to detect frost heave prob-
lems for corrective action, and periodic patrol and visual inspection
based upon accessibility of its nght-of-way.

The DOT will review the frost heave site-specific design ap-
proach for the Alaska section to assure that the final design will
provide the required pipe support, and meet the other pertinent

rovisions of the Federal gas pipeline safety standards in 49 CFR
gart 192. Because frost heave problems occur over a period of time,
monitoring of the design, construction, and operation of the Alaska
gas transportation system by Alcan and government agencies
should detect problem areas early and provide the high level of
safe?' and reliability required.
ressure Testing.—Once the pipeline is installed, Federal pipe-
line safety standards require that pipeline systems be pressure test-
ed before initial operation. Alcan proposes to use a hydrostatic test
and preheat the test water to prevent its freezing in the line where
buried in permafrost areas. This procedure proved workable on the
Alyeska crude otl pipeline. However, the Alyeska pipeline was bur-
ted only in areas of thaw-stable material and was designed, from
a thermal expansion standpoint, to carry warm otl. The Alcan pipe-
line, on the other hand, will be buried in varied types of soil condi-
tions and designed to carry chilled gas.

The Task Force on Safety and Design concluded that “the pro-
posed Alcan procedure for hydrostatic testing with heated water
would not be appropriate in sections traversing permafrost or dis-
continuous permafrost unless stringent control of test water tem-
peratures is maintained and adequate'temeerature sensing devices
are installed adjacent to the buried pipe.” That report also con-
cluded that an apprcach similar to the one proposed by Arctic Gas,
i.e., a hydrostatic test using a water/methanol freeze-depressant so-
lution at stress levels approaching 100 percent specified minimum-
yield strength, provided the best assurance that any defects
present in the pipe will be disclosed prior to placing the line in
service. -

Extensive studies were performed by Arctic Gas on the proce-
dures to be used, the manpower to be expended, and the equipment
and costs associated with mth air and methanol/water testing. The
proposed Arctic Gas test plan included procedures for disposing of
the methanol after testing and safeguards to be used in the event
of a pipeline test failure. Reports to the DOT confirm that there are
very few test failures on newly constructed gas pipelines. In the re-
mote event of failure, environmental concerns can be alleviated
through development of a spill containment contingency plan and
proper method of methanol disposal. Alcan should utilize hydro-
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static testing research data developed by Arctic Gas; such informa-
tion should be made available to Afcim

Valve Design and Performance.—If Alcan constructed a 1260
pst system, it would face few problems with regard to design of
valves for chilled service. However, if Alcan increases pressure to
1680 psi, either for the Alaska segment of its line alone or for sec-
tions in Conada, additional valve design evaluation will be nec-
essary. Valves currently installed in operating pipelines have not
had service experience at those higher pressures with chilled gas
temperature conditions even though some development and test
work has been done at the ranges of pressure which were antici-
pated for the Arctic Gas and El Paso systems. If higher-pressure
service s used, valving plans will be reviewed by DOT on a site-
specific basis to assure tﬁa«t the designs are consistent with Federal
gas pipeline safety standards.

Correlation Between Canadian and U.S. Gas Pipeline Safety
Standards.—To assure the overall integrity of the Alaska natural
gas transportation system and the continued reliability of service to
the U.S., it will be necessary to coordinate specific elements of the
Canadian and U.S. gas pipeline safety standards. A review is un-
derway to identify and correlate the various specific features of the
Canadian and U.S. standards, and with effective technical liaison
between the U.S. and Canadian regulatory agencies, these slightly
differing standards should not create any problems. It will be nec-
essary for those regulatory officials monintoring construction of the
'U.S. pipeline system to be aware of and resolve differences in de-
sign, particularly as they relate to acceptable levels of safety and re-
liability of service.

Design and Active Seismic Areas.—The proposed Alcan route
encounters relatively few active seismic areas and the risk of dam-
age to the Alcan system from earthquake activity is small. Alcon
crosses no known active faults in Alaska. The Denali fault is ap-
proximately 30 miles away at its closest point. In Canada, Alcan
traverses the Shokwab fault which is large but not likely to be ac-
tive. Alcan plans to provide for earthquake protection by wide-shal-
low ditch design and granular backfill to provide support for the
pipe to an 8.5 Richter scale, and to install valves at either side of
the fault. ' :

Compressor stations for the Alcan system will incorporate
structural design for anticipated earthquake stresses and utilize
heavier wall pipe where appropriate.

POTENTIAL FOR SERVICE INTERRUPTION—RELIABILITY

_ Accessibility of the Alcan route by the Alyeska haul road and
existing highways in Alaska and in Canada will facilitate proper
maintenance of the pipeline system. In certain tundra areas where
conflicts may arise between requirements of the Federal gas pipe-
line safety standards and the environmental protection rules of
Federal or State agencies, trade-offs between environmental consid-
erations and pipeline safety and reliability will need to be carefully
weighted in specific instances. . . A

The FPC concluded earlier that each of the three systems origi-
nally proposed could be operated with a reliability acceptable to the
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gas consumers of the United States. The record of pipelines gen-
erally shows that their continuity of service is by far the best of
any mode of transportation in the United States, and Canadian ex-
perience, including experience with the pipelines, in the far north
1s comparable.

The FPC and the Task Force on Safety and Desi:m also con-
cluded that repair of a sipe]ine outage on any of the systems as
criginally proposed would normally be very rapid. Again, the acces-
sibility of the Alcan route to haul roads, work pads, and existing
highways would facilitate rapid repair. Special techniques and
equipment will be required for repairs in remote tundra areas dur-
ing the period of summer thaws. Techniques originally planned to
be used by Arctic Gas for such repair should be considered by
Alcan in its maintenance and repair plans.

EFFICIENCY OF DESIGN AND CAPABILITY OF EXPANSION

It was also suggested in the safety and design report that for
economic reasons, Alcan should consider increasing the operating
pressure and wall thickness of its 48-inch diameter pipeline in
order to allow for more efficient increases in throughput rate for
additional reserves which might be committed to the system from
either Alaska or Canadian sources.

These physical factors determine the capacity of a gas pipeline:

.- Diameter of pipe; :

Operating pressure; and
The rate (velocity) at which gas moves through the line.

For any new system the first two items are selected in relation
to the expected “throughput” of the gas and are then fixed. Any
subsequent increase in the capacity of that pipe requires movement
of gas at a higher rate. The velocity of gas is increased by adding
compression to the pipeline. Compression requires fuel essentially
in proportion to the horsepower added. Thus, as more throughput
is required in an existing pipeline, horsepower (capital cost) and
fuel use (operating cost) will increase.?®

The introduction of the additional gas also allows the division
of fixed costs by more units of throughput. If the line is operating
at less than optimal capacity, the deciine in unit fixed costs will be
greater than the increase in unit costs for additional horsepower
and fuel, and the overall unit cost will decrease. On the other
hand, if the pipeline is forced beyond its optimal capacity by addi-
tion of yet more compression, the reverse is true: horsepower and
fuel increases faster than the declining unit fixed costs, resulting
in an increase in overall unit cost of service. Exhibit 4 illustrates
the problem.

2 Horsepower and fuel requirements incresse roughly s the difference between the squares
of the relative throughputs. Doubling the throughput would require sbout ¢ times ss much fuel.
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Overall, considering the arctic construction, inflationary im-
pacts, and environmental impacts, the ultimate cost to consumers
of providing capacity for increased gas throughput would be much
lower if the capacity is provided initially by increasing the diame-
ter or working pressure of the pi{»:, than if it is provided later by
adding compressor horsepower or looping the pipeline.

Tﬁe routing of the Alcan system provides future access to re-
serves which might be discovered in the Beaufort Sea or elsewhere
on the North Slope. Alcan similarly could transport gas from other

. areas of Alaska or even from the Gulf of Alaska by means of some-
what longer supply laterals. Further, the eement with Canada
provides for the use by Canada of the Alcan main line at a
throughput up to 1.2 befd. Therefore, redesign of the system to en-
able 1nexpensive expansibility up to 3.9 to 4.0 bcfd south of
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory, is essential.

CHAPTER VI—ORGANIZATION OF FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT AFTER
SYSTEM SELECTION

INTRODUCTION

A frequently cited problem with construction of the Alyeska
pipeline was the multitude of Federal Government agencies that
severally prescribed and enforced terms and conditions with only
minimal coordination of purpose or effort. Uncoordinated govern-
ment actions can cause needless construction delays and cost in-
creases. Coordinated Federal oversight of project management and
construction would:

Provide coherent and uniform rules, and make them clear
to the applicant; :

Prowvide consistent enforcement of the rules; and

Avoid rules and bureaucratic procedures that are merely
cumulative and would be sources ofpéela .

ANGTA provides for creation of a new Federal officer, the Fed-
eral Inspector for construction of an Alaska natural gas transpor-
tation system. Under Section 7(aX5) of ANGTA, this Federal In-
spector shall—

(A) establish a joint surveillance and monitoring agree-
ment, approved by the President, with the State of Alaska
similar to that in effect during construction of the trans-Alaska
oil pipeline to monitor the construction of the approved trans-
portation system within the State of Alasks;

(B) monitor compliance with applicable laws and the terms
and conditions of any applicable certificate, rights-of-way, per-
mit, lease, or other authorization issued or granted;

(C) monitor actions taken to assure timely completion of
construction schedules and the achievement of quality of con-
struction, cost control, safety, and environmental protection ob-
Jectives and the results obtained therefrom,;

(D) have the power to complete, by subpoena if necessary,
submission of sucg information as he deems necessary to carry
out his responsibilities; and :

(E) keep the President and the Congress currently in-
formed on any significant departures from compliance and
issue quarterly reports to the President and the Congress con-
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cerning existing or potential failures to meet construction

schedules or other factors which may delay the construction

and initial operation of the system and the extent to which

quality of construction, cost control, safety and environmental

protection objectives have been achieved.
While the Federal Inspector can “monitor” the enforcement and
compliance actions of the varicus Federal agencies, he does not
have any specific enforcement powers. A coordinated regulatory ap-
proach will be elusive unless the Federal Inspector has the nec-
essary supervisory authority at the field level over enforcement of
- terms and conditions to ensure that coordination occurs.

Therefore, as set forth in the Presidential decision, the Presi-
dent will submit to Congress upon approval of the Decision a lim-
ited executive reorganization plan for the very specific purpose of
transferring to the Federal Inspector field-level supervisory author-
ity over the enforcement of stipulations and terms and conditions
from those Federal agencies having statutory responsibilities over
various aspects of an Alaska natural gas transportation system.
This coordinated field level authority over compliance and enforce-
ment activities of the respective Federal agencies is essential to
avoid project delays and minimize cost overruns.

However, the Federal Inspector will be subject to the ultimate
policy direction and supervision of an Executive Policy Board, made
up of the Secretaries of Interior, Energy, and Transportation, the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers. Furthermore, all Federal
agencies will retain their existing authonties, pursuant to section
9(a) of ANGTA, to issue original certificates, permits, nghts-of-way
and other authonzations, and to prescribe any appropriate stipula-
tions and terms and conditions to such authorizations that are per-
missible under exasting law. Finally, the Agency Authorized Offi-
cers, who will exercise the delegated authonties of their respective
agencies, will directly enforce the stipulations and terms and condi-
tions—subject to the field-level supervisory direction of the Federal
Inspector.

With these organizational proposals, and with the general
terms and conditions set forth in the Decision, the Federal Govern-
ment will have an expanded role in the oversight of project man-
agement and construction. The oversight authority conferred by the
terms and conditions set forth in the Decision will be far more com-
prehensive than the limited Federal monitoring effort over
Alyeska's project management. If these general terms and condi- .
tions are effectively enforced, most of the management abuses asso-
ciated with the Alyeska project should not recur. The general terms
and conditions, however, do not hold the successful applicant to
any specific management approach, but merely provide certain
minimum standards for cost and quality control and timely comple-
tion of construction, which reflect the collective experience and
knowledge gained by the various Federal agencies from involve-
ment with the Alyeska project.
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THE ORGANIZATION OF FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT WITH THE ALCAN
PROJECT

As noted above, the Federal Inspector will have the field-level
supervisory authority over the Agency Authorized Officers who will
pe assigned on a full-time basis to administer the authorities of
their respective agencies over various aspects of the Alcan project.
The Federal Inspector and the Agency Authorized Officers will con-
stitute an Alaskan Natural Gas Pipeline Office.2® This Office will
consist of administrative and field inspection and monitoring staff
WOrkinE under the direction of the Federal Inspector. The Execu-
tive Policy Board will approve the level of staff support, and deter-
mine Agency Authorized Officer participation in providing such
staff support to the Federal Inspector.

Essentially, the organization of Federal involvement with the
Alcan project has three elements: -

1. The Federal Inspector.—The Federal Inspector will be a
Presidential appointee confirmed by the Senate and is an officer
independent OF other existing Federal agencies. In addition to his
statutory duties under section 7(aX5), Ehe Federal Inspector will
have supervisory authority at the field level over enforcement of
terms and conditions, and will otherwise coordinate Federal in-
volvement with the pipeline operator during the design and con-
struction phases of the project. The Federal Inspector is designed
to be the principal point of contact with the pipeline owners, the
contractors, State agencies, and Canadian entities on matters per-
taining to Federal oversight of the project. As chairman of the Ex-
ecutive Policy Board, he should be the executor of its policy deci-
sions. The Federal Inspector also has the power to compel informa-
tion by subpoena and to issue quarterly reports to the President
and Congress concerning existing or potential failures to meet con-
struction schedules and other matters.

2. The Ezxecutive Policy Board. —Presidential supervision over
the Federal Inspector will be delegated to an Executive Policy
Board. The Board would be made up of the Secretanies of the Inte-
rior, Energy, Transportation, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and the Chief of the Army Corps of En-
gineers, or their Deputies (or senior officers who have been dele-
gated authority over gas pipeline matters). The Federal Inspector
shall serve as the non-voting chairman of the Board.

The Board will provide policy guidance through the Federal In-
spector to the Agency Authorized Officers and will be paramount
in all policy matters. It will also act as an appellate body to resolve
any differences between the agencies and the Federal Inspector, in-

‘cluding differences that may arise when the Federal Inspector over-

rules an enforcement action of an Agency Authorized Officer. In
such cases, the Board shall expeditiously resolve any appeal within
a specified time period. Otherwise, the Board shall confine itself to
policymaking matters, and the Federal Inspector will be the con-
duit of the Board in carrying out policy.

26 The Office should be located in Alaska, st least for the construction phase of the project,
and later in reduced form for the operationa] phase. It is probable that precanstructios planning
and deafn:\vxll necessitate an Alsska-besed %i'Peline office (e g.. 10 coordinate site-specific terms
ard conditiocs) even though the size of the Washinglon, D.C.-based stafl will be [arger in the
esrbLer phases of the project. .
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3. The Agency Authorized Officers.—These officers will rep-
resent and exercise the internally delegated authorities of their re-
spective agencies in matters pertaining to the project. Although
these authorities can be exercised only by the respective Agency
Authorized Officers, they will be subject to supervision of the Fed-
eral Inspector at the field level, and receive policy direction from
the Executive Policy Board through the Federal Inspector on en-
forcement matters. '

The Agency Authorized Officers should have no other adminis-
trative duties that would require less than full attention to the
project, unless the Executive Policy Board consents to waive this
requirement in a particular case. It is hoped that the use of Agency
Authorized Officers to represent the various agencies will minimize
coordination problems between the project applicant and the Fed-
eral Government.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLAN

The proposed transfer of field-level supervisory authority to the
Federal Inspector should be submitted for approval by Congress in
a government reorganization plan, rather than implemented by ex-
ecutive order. This plan will propose a limited, single-purpose
transfer of field-level supervisory authority over enforcement of
terms and conditions for the duration of the preconstruction and
construction phases of the Alcan project. No other transfer of exist-
ing authority, or transfer of any coordination function, will be pro-
posed in the reorganization plan.

To avoid the possible overlap with Congressional action on the
Presidential decision itself, the reorganization plan will not be sub-
mitted to Congress until that decision has been approved. Congress
would then have 60 legislative days in which to consider the merits
of the plan under the special parliamentary procedures provided by
the Reorganization Act of 1977, 5§ USC 901 et seq.

The President can immediately issue an executive order creat-
ing the Executive Policy Board and by his power pursuant to Sec-
tion 301 of Title 3, delegate the necessary authonty to the Board
to carry out its functions. The Board can then make certain initial
administrative decisions regarding the Office of Federal Inspector—
e.g., the level of staff support for the Federal Inspector, and the

{)ossible use of the Army Corps of Engineers for such staff support.
n the interim, the Federal Inspector can immediately exercise his
responsibilities under existing ANGTA authority to “monitor” com-
pliance by Alcan with applicable laws and authorizations.

COORDINATION WITH THE STATES

In addition to the duty of organizing Federal involvement, the
Federal Inspector has the substantial responsibility under ANGTA
to establish a joint surveillance and monitoring agreement with the
State of Alaska and other affected States. The strengthened field
level supervisory authority proposed for the Federal Inspector will
b'Pi) %f t)gx-eat assistance in the performance of this statutory respon-
sibility.

The Alcan system will pass through hundreds of miles of land
owned by the States, particularly by the State of Alaska. Officials
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of the State of Alaska have previously declared that the State will
issue a right-of-way lease to the gas pipeline for crossing these
lands, regardless of which project is approved, and have indicated
that environmental terms and conditions will be part of this lease.

The States and the Federal Government share responsibility to
ensure that lands, water and wildlife are not unnecessanly dis-
turbed by the gas pipeline and that where disturbed, maximum
restoration is carried out. The Federal Inspector and Agency Au-
thorized Officers will therefore work with the State of Alaska and
with other States in a cooperative fashion both for the protection
of the environment and for the expeditious construction of the pipe-
line. The terms and conditions and stipulations which pertain to
State and Federal lands should be as similar as possible. A reason-
able accommodation of State and Federal interests is expected with
the Federal Government having primary responsibility where the
pipeline crosses Federal land and private lands, and with the State
Governments having primary responsibility where the pipeline
crosses State lands. Cooperative agreements based on these prin-
ciples have been successful in the recent past, and should be the
point of departure for further strengthening the Federal and State
cooperation during construction of the gas pipeline.

CHAPTER VII—IMPACT ON COMPETITION IN THE NATURAL GAS
INDUSTRY

The antitrust and competitive impact effects of an Alaskan
natural gas system have been thoroughly studied by the Federal
Power Commission and by the Justice Department under Sections
6 and 19 of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976.
Under section 19, the Attorney General prepared and submitted to
Congress on July 14, 1977, a detailed analysis of potential antitrust
issues and problems. Under Section 6, the Attorney General sub-
mitted that same report to the Alaskan Natural Gas Task Force,
along with a commentary on the FPC's findings with respect to
competitive impact. In addition, the Justice Department submitted
a letter on August 9, 1977, which elaborated its views concerning
possible participation by the gas producers in financing the trans-
portation system. A copy of the letter is appended to the end of this
Chapter. :

Based on these studies, it can be concluded that the Alcan
project will have no harmful effect on regional or national competi-
tion in the natural gas industry, and that any potential of competi-
tive abuse can be cured by proper federal regulation. In addition,
consistent with the Administration’s antitrust objectives, producers
- of Alaskan gas could participate in financing this expensive trans-
goi;tation system through guaranteeing some portion of the project

ebt. '

GAS TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION INDUSTRY

The Federal Power Commission and the Justice Department
agreed that certification of a transportation system for Alaskan gas
will not have a significant impact upon competifion in the natural
gas transportation and distribution industnes.
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Based on statistics presented in the Justice Department’s Re-
port to Congress, the American sponsors of the Alcan project, in-
cluding PGT, PGE and the Northern Border companies, transport
aproximately 40 percent of all the interstate natural gas shipped
in the U.S. However, in an indust:g as heavily regulated as natural
gas, indices of concentration tend to overstate the potential for
anticompetitive behavior. In the presence of effective regulation,
the actual prospect of anticompetitive behavior is minimized, and
there is onf a small risk that the Alcan sponsoring companies
could control national or regional gas markets.

GAS PRODUCERS

Alcan has no oil companies or subsidiaries of oil companies
among its sponsors. This fact in itself sharply reduces potential
antitrust concerns.

Nevertheless, since elsewhere in this Report it is urged that
the gas producers participate in financing this project, it is nec-
essary to examine the competitive considerations associated with
producer participation. The Attorney General concluded that
“present Federal Power Commission regulation appears to preclude
an opportunity for competitive abuse by the gas producers.” How-
ever, the Department warned that if wellhead prices were decon-
trolled or sugstantially relaxed, some opportunity might arise for
producers, if they owned or controlled the transportation system, to
transfer profits from the regulated transportation operation to their
unregulated upstream production operations.

The Department of Justice indicated that its concern about
producer ownership or control of the pipeline does not preclude pro-
ducer participation in financing the system. For example, consistent
with antitrust objectives, producers could be involved in guarantee-
ing a portion of the project’s initial debt or cost overrun debt. To
assure artitrust insu?ation, any producer role in the management
of the transportation system prior to its becoming operational
should be the minimum necess to protect the producers’ invest-
ment interest but in any eventa:goulcr not permit producers to en-
gage in anticompetitive conduct. In addition, producer debt guaran-
tees should terminate upon completion of the project and com-
mencement of the tariff. Finally, the Federal Power Commission
should utilize its approval power over gas purchase contracts, and
more generally, over project financing plans, to ensure that any
conditions producers impose in exchange for debt guarantees do not
create situations which might permit abuses of competition.

Thus, as is urged elsewhere in this report, gas producers could
guarantee portions of the project debt consistent with this Adminis-
tration’s antitrust objectives. '

* < * * * * *

Overall, we conclude that the potential for anticompetitive
abuse by either the gas transmission and distribution industry or
the gas producers (to the extent they might participate in guaran-
teeing project debt) is small, especially under a continuing system
of price regulation. Any potential competitive problems can be
guarded against through (1) imposing proper éonditions :in the L-
cense to construct the transportation system (including the non-
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discriminatory conditions under section 13(a) of the Act); (2) mon-
itoring gas purchase contracts between gas producers and gas
transmission comﬁam'es; (3) requiring the disclosure of any collat-
eral agreements between producers and transmission companies;
(4) requiring government scrutiny and approval of any plans for
gas reallocation or displacement, and government monitoring of
any industry discussions to derive such plans; and (5) imposing
regulatory sanctions in any specific cases of abuse that may arise.

ExxmIT

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, DC, August 9, 1977.
Mr. LESLIE J. GOLDMAN,
Assistant Administrator, Energy Resources Development, The White
House, Washington, DC. '

DEAR MR. GOLDMAN: The Attorney General submitted his Re-
ports on the competitive aspects of the Alaska natural gas trans-
portation system to the President and to the Congress on July 14,
1977. One of the conclusions drawn in those Reports was that pro-
ducers of substantial amounts of natural gas should not be per-
mitted to own any portion of or participate in any manner in the
selected Alaska natural gas transportation system.

The Department has been requested by the Alaska Natural
Gas Task Force to consider whether this recommendation precludes
the participation of the Alaskan natural gas producers in the fi-
pancing of the selected project. We have been requested to focus
our attention on the two routes still under active consideration—
the all-pipeline route proposed by Alcan Pipeline Company and the
pipeline-LNG route proposed by El Paso Alaska Company.

The Department’s recommendation concerning gas tEroducer
ownership and participation was based on the premise that such
ownership or participation under a regime of deregulated or re-
laxed wellhead price regulation could lead to the evasion of effec-
tive pipeline regulation and create the opportunity for the earning
of monopoly profits through anticompetitive activity. Despite the
continuation of wellhead price regulation end the present lack of
gas producer ownership or participation in either the Alcan or El
Paso projects, we continue to express cur concerns on this impor-
tant issue, since the long term status of wellhead price regulation
appears uncertain and it is not now clear who will be the ultimate
owners of these projects. However, our concern about gas producer
ownership of the projects does not mean that there would nec-
essarily be antitrust objections to participation in project financing
on the part of Alaskan gas producers.

From consultation with other members of the Alaskan Natural
Gas Task Force, we understand that gas producer participation in
the financing of the selected project may be essentia? to the success
of the project. We believe, therefore, that consistent with our rec-
ommendations producers could be involved in the guarantee of a
portion of the project debt. We view this guarantee as consistent
with our recommendations so long as the gas producers would not
be equity members of the sponsoring consortium, would not have
any voting power, would not have any role in the management or
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operaticns of the transportation system once the system would be-
come operational and would be obliged to terminate their guaran-
tor roles upon completion of the project and the tariff's

going into effect. Any role in the management of the transportation
system prior to the system becoming operational would be minimal
and consistent with the size of the guarantee and would not lead
to the types of anticompetitive conduct indicated in the Attorney
General's Report on the Alaskan natural gas transportation system
and in this letter. '

Although not opposed to some financial backstopping under
these conditions, we reiterate our opposition to any type of finan-
cial participation by producers that would enable them to engage
in any form of anticompetitive conduct, such as the restriction of
pipeline throughput, the denial of access to nonowners, or the re-
sistance or denial of future expansion of pipeline capacity.

The Department recognizes that if the gas producers were to
act as debt guarantors they would have the right to request condi-
tions to protect their financial involvement. The Department would
not oppose conditions to this effect so long as the conditions would
not give rise to the potential for competitive abuse, including the
power to veto procompetitive policies, referred to above. In this re-
gard, we would expect to urge the Federal Power Commission, or
its successor agency, at the appropriate time, to utilize its approval
power over gas Yurchase contracts and, more generally, over
project financing plans, to ensure that producer-imposed conditions

. do not conflict with the antitrust objectives outlined in the Attor-

ney General's Reports.

In addition, as a further safeguard, the Department suggests
that it review all the terms and conditions of any financial guaran-
tee of a portion of the project debt negotiated with the Alaskan gas
producers. You are assured of our wiﬁi.ngness to assist in explonn
and developing an appropriate method of gas producer financi
participation in an Alaskan natural gas transgor’tation system that
will not subvert the competitive spirit and intent of the rec-
ommendations contained in our Reports.

Sincerely yours,
HUGH P. MORRISON, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Attorney General,
Antitrust Division.

CHAPTER VIII-—NATIONAL SECURITY

. The Department of Defense (DOD) provided a study on the na-
tional security implications of the proposed Alaska ges transpor-
tation systems both to the Department of the Interior, for its report
required by the Trans-Alaska (Oil) Pipeline Act (P.L. 93-153)%7
and to the Federal Power Commission (g'ei’C) for its use in evaluat-
ing the proposals. The conclusions of the DOD study were that
analysis of military factors alone would not indicate an overriding
preference for one route over another.

A DOD representative testified on the study before the FPC
and was cross-examined by representatives of both El Paso and

*7“Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Systems, A Report to the Congress Pursuant (o PL. 93-
153, US. Department of the Interior, Decetnber, 1975. ’
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Arctic Gas, after direct examination by the FPC's Administrative
Law Judge Litt and a staff attorney. As reported by Judge Litt:
* * % the evidence shows each system has its advan-
tages and disadvantages. El Paso’s entire pipeline portion

of its system is under U.S. contro], and thus defense strat-

egy may be facilitated. However, El Paso’s project tends to

concentrate potential targets, like its liquefaction and

_ regasification plants, whose destruction would present
major, long-term outage problems. Similarly, both the oil
and gas pipelines would be susceptible to concentrated at-
tack or sabotage on the Yukon River Bridge. Arctic Gas
and Alcan, while not concentrating vulnerable facilities at
single locations or subjecting their systems to interdiction

at sea, suffer somewhat from the length and location of

their pipelines. Moreover, these projects must rely on Ca-

nadian security forces for defense over much of their pipe-

line lengths 28

The consensus was that each of the proposed systems has some
national security problems which are peculiar to that system, and
that the extremely modest danger due to hostile acts is of some
concern, whether such acts are in wartime or are acts of sabotage.
However, such danger was considered to be far less likely to dis-
rupt pipeline operations than system failures of a purely natural
or mechanical nature.

DOD also submitted a report to the President on July 1 com-
menting on the national security implications of the FPC's Rec-
ommendation to the President.?® In that report, DOD reiterated its
conclusion that there is no overriding preference for one route over
another when analysis is based on military factors alone. However,
the report pointed out that dependence on imported oil presents a
grave danger to the national security, and stressed that completion
of a transportation system for delivery of Alaska North Slope natu-
ral gas to the contiguous 48-states must be considered an impor-
tant national security objective.

With the Alcan joint project with Canada, we believe Canada
will have a major interest in maintaining a uninterrupted flow of
gas through the pipeline as well as a treaty obligation to do so
under the recently ratified pipeline treaty. First, the Canadian
companies which will be the owners of the Pipeline in Canada will
have a substantial investment which they will want to have pro-
tected. Canadian investors would be adversely affected by any
interruption in throughput. Second, remote communities in both
the Yukon Territory and the western provinces will be served by
the Pipeline, and any interruption in flow will directly affect avail-
ability of gas to those communities. Finally, a much larger number
of Canadian gas consumers will have a direct interest in uninter-
rupted throughput when the Dempster Line comes into service
from the Mackenzie Delta. The Canadians expect the Dempster
Line to be built within several years of initiation of service on the
main line.

2*Initial Decision on Proposed Alaska Naturol Gas Tronsportation Systems, Federal Power

Commission, Februrary 1, 1977, p. €11,
#* Recommendation to the Pressdent, Federa] Power Commission, May 1. 1977,
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Provision for access to the Mackenzie Delta reserves will have
beneficial effects on the national security of both countries due to
decreased dependence on imported oil. Canadian oil import require-
ments will be directly reduced by availability of gas to Canadian
consumers. Access to frontier gas reserves will allow Canada to ful-
fill its current gas export commitments, preventing an increased
degree of U.S. oil import dependence due to curtailment of Cana-
dian gas supplies. Attaching Canadian frontier gas and providing
a stimulus to the Canadian oil and gas producing industry may ul-
timately allow some increase in the level of Canadian gas e orts,
which would allow even further reduction in oil import dependence.

CHAPTER IX—THE WESTERN LEG

THE AUTHORIZATION OF FACILITIES

There are two basic methods for delivering Alaskan natural
gas to the West Coast. The first method is to construct a “Western
Leg” to the Alcan system by constructing a new pipeline and some
looping in Canada from Caroline Junction to Kingsgate, and by in-
creasing the capacity of the existing Pacific Gas Transmission
(PGT) and Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) pipeline, also through
éoci;l)ing. A fully looped system would cost about $770 million (1975

ollars). ‘

The second method is to deliver the gas to the West by “dis-
placement.” The Northern Border section of the Alcan project to
Chicago could be sized to deliver all Alaska gas to the Midwest.
Natural gas from West Texas and New Mexico that otherwise
would flow to the Midwest could then be diverted to the West
Coast through the El Paso, Transwestern and Nothwest pipeline
systems.

As set forth in the Presidential Decision, construction of a
Western Leg will be authorized for direct delivery of Alaskan gas
to the West Coast. See page 20 of the Decision. The Western Leg
facilities proposed by the sponsors in the FPC hearings (.e., the
“1580 Design”) will be authorized for “construction and iritial oper-
ation.” All such facilities will be entitled to the special mandatory
certification and expediting procedures provided by ANGTA.

However, the facilities J)roposed in the “1580 Design” will be
subject to a final review and possible adjustment prior to final cer-
tification by the FPC. As in the case of the Northern Border 5YS-
tem, the Secretary of Energy shall determine at the time of certifi-
cation whether the facilites proposed in the “1580 Design” are
larger or smaller than necessary to handle the contracted supplies
of Alaskan gas and Canadian orts and whether
“preconstruction” is necessary to accommodate short-term excess
deliveries-of Canadian gas from Alberta. The “1580 Design” facili-
ties would be needed to handle exports from Canada continuing be-
yond current contract expiration dates or if new gas supplies from
Alaska are developed. Furthermore,, complete delivery by displace-
ment would not be feasible if Mexican gas becomes available and
the 30.inch gas pipeline that is part of the El Paso system between
Texas and California is converted to an oil pipeline for use in the
Sohio project to transport surplus Alaskan crude oil.
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At the time of certification, however, when there will likely be
better information upon which to project future gas supplies, the
“1580 Design” may prove not to be the appropriate size. Therefore,
the Decision does not make an irrevocable commitment to construct
new capacity that is either too small or too large for the projected
needs. Prior to final certification of a Western Leg, the Secretary
of Energy shall make the precise determination of facility size and
volume to account for material changes in the facts, if any, since
the Presidential decision. The Western Leg may elso be utilized in
connection with short-term deliveries from Canada.

The Western Leg facilities required for direct delivery will de-

end on several estimates—the estimated Western share of Alas-
ﬁan gas, the estimated volume of Canadian rts, the amounts
of Mexican gas, and the abandonment of the El Paso gas line in
favor of the Sohio oil transport system. These estimates provide the
basis for the decision to authorize the Western Leg.

The Western share of Alaskan gas

The proportion of natural gas that is distributed to a particular
region of the country is ordinarily determined by private contract
between the producers, on the one hand, and the purchasers which
are usually interstate pipeline or local distribution companies, on
the other.

There is no reason to change these rules for Alaskan gas. A re-
gion of the country that is arbitrarily and inequitably deprived of
its share of Alaskan gas will have the opportunity to seek relief
from the FPC. But, in the absence of such discrimination, regional
distribution of Alaska gas will be made by the usual means of pri-
vate agreement. .

Since contracts for the purchase and sale of Alaska North
Slope gas have not yet been executed, it cannot now be determined
mtﬁ precision how much of that gas will eventually be destined for
the western states. However, in the absence of sales contracts, it
is reasonable to assume that 30 percent of the Alaskan gas will be
purchased by parties served by the Western Leg. It is also assumed
that deliveries of Alaskan gas to the lower 48 States will begin at
2 befd in 1983 and increase to about 2.4 befd within a few years.
For purposes of this analysis, then aggroximately 700 mmcfd will
be considered the maximum Western share of Alaskan gas through
this period. :

Increased and accelerated Canadian exports

In its July 4th decision authorizing the Alcan proposal, the Ca-
nadian National Energy Board (NEB) assured the continuation of
current Canadian supplies to the West. It rejected outright any
sugiestion that existing Canadian agreements to e:gort gas to U.S.
markets not be honored. The NEB also concluded that gas produc-
tion from the established fields of Alberta and British Columbia
would exceed total demand, including exports, by as much as 400
bef in 1978, and had created a tem excess supply. -

It proposed that the current Canadian “gas bubble” be sold to
export customers, either as “predeliveries” on contract volumes that
would otherwise -be delivered in the 1984-90 periods, or under an
“ironclad” guarantee that it would be replaced later by Alaskan gas
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delivered in Canada. And finally, in order to assure the delivery of
these additional volumes, it recommended the “preconstruction” of
that portion of the total system that would be located in southern
Canada.3°

The recently signed Agreement on Principles makes it even
more likely that there will be an increase or acceleration of gas ex-
ports from Alberta. By providing Canada with access to frontier gas
reserves in the Mackenzie Delta, the Alcan proposal stimulates the
gas industry in Canada, and enhances the availability of Canadian
supplies for absolute increases in rts to the United States.

The following sections set fo the analysis of the capacity
available in existing pipeline systems to transport these additional
volumes of Alaskan or Canadian gas directly or by displacement to
the Western States.

ESTIMATED EXCESS-PIPELH‘JE CAPACITY IN EXISTING SYSTEMS

Existing facilities of the Western States

At the present time, the West is provided with most of its nat-
ural gas via interstate pipelines from two major producing areas—
the established gas fields of the southwestern United States, par-
ticularly in the Permian and San Juan Basins, and the Alberta and
British Columbia reserves in Canada. For purposes of this analysis,
there are two principal interestate pipeline systems that should be
considered in evaluating the capacity requirements of Western
States. They are: the Pacific Gas Transmission and Pacific Gas &
Electric systems from Kingsgate, B.C. to Antioch, California, which
supply Washington, Oregon and Idaho markets, as well as Califor-
nia, with Canadian gas, and (2) the El Paso and Transwestern sys-
tems in the Southwest (referred to collectively hereafter as the
Southwest pipeline system), which deliver gas from the Permian
and San Juan Basins to California, Arizona and New Mexico. As
will be seen below, the full share of Alaskan ﬁas plus additional
Canadian supplies could not be delivered directly by the PGT and
PG&E systems for at least several years and in the interim might
well use up and exceed the capacities of the El Paso and
Transwestern systems that would be used for displacement.

Direct delivery

As noted, the Western Leg proposal would amount principally
to looping of the existing pipeline facilities from Alberta to Califor-
nia. The existing system could not itself be utilized for direct deliv-
eries of any Alaskan or additional Canadian gas because it is now
being utilized to capacity and will be until at least later 1985.

ere are four principal contracts pursuant to which Canadian
gas is now delivered via the PGT and PG&E systems directly to
?iﬁhforma, their volumes and the expected expiration dates are as
ollows:

Authorized average daily volume (in mcfd):

. ’

19.7075« NEB. Reasons for Decisicns: Northern Pipelines, Vol. 1, pp. 1-69 to 1-83, 1-161, Juns
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Expiration

date
... 103186
.. 10-31-89
. 10-31-93

Thus, even if none of these contracts is renewed—the likeli-
hood of which is reduced as a result of the Agreement on Prin-
ciples—direct delivery of substantial volumes in exasting facilities
will be impossible for the first three or four years of an Alaskan
gas transportation system.

Displacement

Under the “displacement” option, the Western share of Alas-
kan gas would not be directly delivered to the West but moved
there indirectly through exchange arrangements with customers of
the Northern border system.

In order to carry out the displacement scheme, the capacity of
the Northern Border system would have to be such as to accom-

lish the direct delivery of both the East's and West's share of

orth Slope gas. Full ZSplacement would require either that the

rogf’]sed 42-inch Northern Border line south of Empress, Alberta,
ge ly-powered or that a 48-inch line be constructed over this seg-
ment to carry the same volume of gas, at an additional capital cost
but with the flexibility to increase capacity.

On the surface, displacement appears to be the most cost effec-
tive method. The $770 million (in 1975 dollars) cost of a fully
looped Western Leg could be avoided. Increasing the capacity of the
Northern Border system would be much less capital intensive; $258
million for fully powering the 42-inch Northern Border System, and
$404 million for increasing the pipe diameter to 48-inch. In either
case the cost of service for the displacement plan would be about
$50 million per year less than direct delivery. However, there are
several reasons why displacement is not a desirable long term
method in this situation. o

(a) Any displacement plan would consume more energy than
direct delivery to the West. The West’'s Alaska gas essentially
would move east to Chicago and then back west from the Permian
or San Juan badins. By contrast, the looping of the PGT and PG&E
systems would increase the overall fuel efficiency for those systems.
The difference is about 25 bcf of gas per year, worth $68 million
at $2.60 per mmbtu.

(b) lfsz of displacement to transport all of the West's Alaskan
gas would create capacity constraints on the existing El Paso and
Transwestern lines if:

One E] Paso 30-inch line is converted to an oil line by the

Sohio Project;

Substantial volumes of Mexican gas become available for
transportation to the West Coast;
ere are any advanced or increased deliveries of Cana-
dian gas to the U.S. which would also have to be moved West
by displacement; and '
e Algeria I1 LNG project is completed on schedule.

For purposes of analysis, all four of these conditions should be

regarded as reasonsably likely to occur.
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While the Federal Government has not specifically endorsed
the Sohio Project, it has endorsed generally the need for the expe-
ditious construction of a pipeline to transport surplus Alaskan
crude oil from the West Coast to refining markets east of the Rocky
Mountains.3! Such a system is needed to provide economic and effi-
cient transportation of Alaska North Slope oil to markets in the
U.S. The conversion of the El Paso pipeline by the Sohio Project,
which is assumed in the present analysis, will result in a substan-
tial decrease in overall capacity of the Southwest gas pipeline sys-
tem.

Recent events have -given cause for considerable optimism
about increased exports from Mexico which would enter through
the Southwestern and El Paso system. Petroleos Mexicanos
(Pemex), the government-controlled o1l and gas monopoly in Mex-
ico, has recently expressed its intention to construct a 48-inch, 850-
mile pipeline from the Reforma fields in Chiapas and Tabasco to
the U.S. border near McAllen, Texas. Pemex expects initially to de-
liver 1 befd to the U.S. upon completion of the pipeline (probably
not before 1980), and to increase the flow to 2 befd by about 1982.
On August 3, 1977, Pemex and six U.S. companies signed a memo-
randum evidencing their intention to enter into supplier-purchaser
relationships for 6 years, renewable for another 6-year term if the
purchasers meet the best tender Pemex may have for the gas at
the end of the first term.

Notwithstanding several remaining uncertainties, it now ap-
pears likely that the Mexican Project will soon become a significant
new source of gas supply in the Southwest. Between El Paso and
transwestern, the West could reasonably expect to receive about
220 mmefd of Mexican gas by 1980 and a total of 440 mmcfd begin-
ning in 1982. :

As discussed above and throughout this Decision and Report,
the Alcan system will offer the potential for accelerated delivery of
Canadian exports under existing contracts; it will also enhance the
overall availability of Canadian gas for absolute increases in ex- °
ports. Since these additional volumes of Canadian gas could not be
delivered directly in the PGT and PG&E systems, as noted above,
they would also have to be displaced through the El Paso and
Southweastern systems for delivery to the West. )

Finally, the Algeria II project, El Paso’s application for which
is pending before the FPC, would deliver up to 325 mmcfd of
regasified LNG from the Texas Gulf Cost to the Southwest by as
carly as 1983 and could deliver a total of 650 mmcfd by the follow-
ing year. -

Under these conditions, delivery of Alaskan gas through the
Northern Border system for displacement to the West would pre-
empt all the excess capacity now available in the existing South-
west pipeline system from the Permian and San Juan Basins. Any
substantial new supplies from the deep Permian formations—or in-
creased supplies from coal gasification projects—would compound
the problem.

Indeed, under optimistic assumptions about future gas supplies
to the West and the existing capacity to California which would be

31 See Executive Office of the President, The National Energy Plan, April 29, 1977, p-65.-
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utilized, there is a serious risk of capacity shortage for the years
1983-87. This shortage can be determined from the data set forth
in Exhibit 1.

EXHIBIT 1

A THERT ] 198 1964 1985 1905 1987

ity tmenctd):
EBPaso(sheradandonment) . 3274 3272 Q24 714 AT 21 32N
Transwestem 785 785 785 785 T8% 788 85
" Tota! capadty ADS9 4059 4059 4059 4058 4088 4059

e e ————
Supply (menckd):

Permian Basin 1550 1440 1358 1271 1,190 194 1,042
San Jusn Basin 1263 1247 1209 1176 114 1,113 1,083
Canadian shor-tsm (by dsplacement) F74] 167 12 8
Mexican 20 40 & 440 440 &0 49
Agera It LNG — — b v 650 650 650 650
Cod! gas e e — ™ W 280
Total supply 325 AR 344 AW 34N 34ET 3485
Excess capagty (11 7 615 466 565 R 564
Less Alaskan gas by Gsplacement _____ . . ____ 0 700 700 2 "0
Capacity excess {shorage) . 854 T%? &) (4) 135 80 444

‘Assumes fut axiting Coneden oreacts sl X be renewed.

The Exhibit indicates that without a Western Leg, a displace-
ment scheme capacity shortage could exist in 1983-85 and would
be uncomfortably close in 1986. If current Canadian supply con-
tracts are renewed, as it is hoped they will be, a capacity shortage
could exist in 1983 and later years as well.

Finally, it should be noted that full utilization of the Northern
Border system for a displacement scheme would preclude the abil-
ity to expand the Northern Border system at a low capital cost for
agfiitional deliveries to the East if more Alaska gas becomes avail-
able.

The Nation's gas delivery system must have the overall flexi-
bi]it?r to make a rapid and economic response to many variables—
the level of future exports from Mexico, the level of future exports
from Canada, the rate at which new sugggies of Alaskan gas can
become available, and the rate at which G and coal gasification
tQuroject.s are developed. Therefore, to ensure sufficient capacity for

ture supplies to California and other Western States, provision
should be made for direct delivery of Alaska gas to the West.

SIZE AND VOLUME OF A WESTERN LEG

The approved facilities for the Western Leg are embodied in
the so-called “1580 Design.” It would require a 36-inch, 176-mile
pipeline, to be constructed by the Alberta Gas Trunkline Ltd.
(AGT), from James River Junction in Alberta to Coleman on the
British Columbia border, where it would connect with the existing
Alberta Natural Gas Company Ltd. (ANG) line in British Colum-
bia. One hundred and five miles of the existing ANG line, from
Coleman to Kingsgate on the U.S. border, would be looped with 36-
inch pipe. In the U.S,, 612 miles of the PGT line from the Cana-
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dian border to Malin, Oregon, and 297 miles of the PG&E line from
~ Malin to Antioch, California, would also be looped with 36-inch
pipe. No new compression would have to be added to the exasting
systems. :

With this project, 659 mmecfd of North Slope gas could be deliv-
ered directly to the western U.S., which is roughly the total ex-
pected volume of Alaskan gas delivered to the West. PGT intends
to deliver 22 mmcfd of this amount to Northwest Pipeline Company
for distribution in the Pacific Northwest, and the remainder would
be delivered to California, where 200 mmcfd would be distributed
by PG&E in the North and 437 mmcfd would be distributed by the
Southern California Gas Company in the South. Any share of Alas-
kan gas or additional Canadian gas greater than 659 mmcfd would
pot require a new facility but could readily be delivered to the West
by displacement. There would easily be sufficient capacity in the
Southwest system to absorb this relatively small volume of West-
ern gas. _

CONCLUSION

The evidence clearly suggests that the natural gas pipeline ca-
pacity available at present will not be adequate to accommodate
both the Sohio Project and the movement of Alaskan gas to the
West in the mid-1980’s and perhaps beyond. While this conclusion
is based on optimistic supply projections, it nevertheless is a sig-
nificant probability on the basis of which a Western Leg Facility
should be planned. ] .

There is some risk in aut.horiz.in%va Western Leg that it or
other existing pipeline systems to the West could at some time be-
come somewhat underutilized, perhaps resulting in some increase
in per unit costs to gas consumers. But the consequences of not au-
thorizing 8 Western Leg are even greater. Not only could failure to
build a Western Leg under the most reasonable supply projections
cause higher direct costs to the consumer, but it could also greatly
reduce the West’s flexibility to receive new gas supplies if and
when they develop in the future. Indeed, whether gas supplies in
addition to what are presently projected will be available from
sources like Canada and Mexico may well be dictated by whether
gas pipeline capacity is available to transport it. If the almost
unanimous comments of their elected officials are any indication,
the people of the West are willing to accept whatever additional
cost may be involved in order to be assured that pipeline capacity
will be adequate to meet all future contingencies. :

Prior to final certification of a Western Leg, there may be bet-
ter information about Botentia] supplies to determine whether the
proposed “1580 Design™ is over- or under-sized for the anticipated
need. Before the issuance of a final certificate of public convenience
and necessity, the Secretary of Energy will determine the size and
volume of the Western Leg to be certified, as well as review the
need for any pre-building to take direct deliveries for the West
Coast of any short-term increases in Canadians orts from Al-
berta. Any deviation from the capacity of the “1580 Design” will di-
rectly reflect any material changes in gas supply or pipeline capac-
ity projections t occur between now and the date :Ez certificate
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is issued. The Secretary’s determination shall be communicated to
the FPC and shall be binding on it for purposes of its certification.

CHAPTER X—RELATIONSHIP OF THE DECISION TO THE
RECOMMENDATION OF THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

Section 7(b) of ANGTA requires a statement of the “reasons for
any revision, modification of, or substitution for the Commission
(FPC) recommendation.”
~ This Decision is consistent with the FPC recommendation as
set forth in its letter of transmittal dated May 2, 1977:

We recommend that an overland route through Canada

be selected, if such a route is made available by the Gov-

ernment of Canada on acceptable terms and conditions.

The condition has been met, and an overland route is selected
by this Dectision.

Two FPC Commissioners recommended the Alcan system. The
other two FPC Commissioners recommended the Arctic Gas system
“conditioned upon timely affirmative decisions by the Government
of Canada to make the route available,” but they said that other-
wise Alcan should be approved. There was a failure of that condi-
tion with respect to Arctic Gas when the Arctic Gas route was re-
jected by the Canadian National Energy Board. Therefore, this De-
cision is in accordance with the specific system recommendation of
all FPC members who participated in the May 2, 1977, Rec-
ommendation to the President.3?

The Federal Power Commission recommended the deferral for
“one to two years the certification of any new facilities for the west-
ern leg. . . .” This Decision provides for approval of the western
leg facilities subject to the same condition as other portions of the
project. The Secretary of DOE is authorized to make a determina-
tion of the necessary capacity for both the western and eastern legs
at the time of the issuance of the final certificate of public conven-
ience and necessity. This approval is necessary to entitle all such
facilities to the expeditious authorization pursuant to Section 9 of
ANGTA. )

This Decision differs from the Recommendation of the Federal
Power Commission in one other material respect. The Commission
suggested alternative financing plans—a private risk bearing
model and a consumer risk bearing model. In conjunction with pn-
vate risk bearing, the FPC suggested the use of a “formula” price
mechanism whereby a city gate market value indicator (MVI) price
would be established. The welthead price would be the difference
between the transportation cost and the MVI price.

This Decision requires a private assumption of the risk of
noncompletion. However, the determination of the wellhead price
should be pursuant to the pricing provisions in the pending Na-
tional Energy Act. Those provisions, along with the financing pro-
posals made herein, will ensure an equitable sharing of project

?3The only differeace between the Alcan system before the Federal Power Commission and
the Alcan system herein approved is the contemplated expansion of pipeline capacity south of
Whitehorse, Yukon, and s pipeline rerouting near Whitehorve to facilitate sny future connection
of Msckenrie Delta Reserves,
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risks and constitute the best method for securing a private financ.
" ing of the project.

CHAPTER XI—AGREEMENT WITH CANADA

ISSUES

There are certain potential risks associated with any project
involving more than one country. These derive from complications
which anse when a large scale construction project is subject to the
jurisdiction of two federal governments, Canada and the U.S., and
the interests of the two governments are not always identical. The
potential nsks involved were lored extensively during the FPC
proceedings on Alaska gas, angxgu-ther in the Senate hearings and
debates prior to ratification of the Transit Pipeline Treaty with
Canada. These debates served to crystallize the most important of
these issues.

An example of the divergence of interests of the two countries
was the re-routing of the main pipeline through Dawson which was
required by the B’s July 4 ecision. That re-routing was de-
signed from the Canadian perspective to bring a major gas trans-
portation system within reach of their Mackenzie Delta reserves.
From the U.S. perspective, the re-routing was a costly alternative
to accommodate an uncertain eventuality—construction of the
Dempster Line—which might never occur.

Buring the course of the negotiations, a compromise was
worked out on this point which effectively serves the interests of
both countries. In return for routing the main line along the ongi-
nal Alcan route, the U.S. agreed to share the costs of extending the
Dempster Highway lateral from Dawson to Whitehorse. Whitehorse
will be the point at which the lateral pipeline from the Mackenzie
Deltfﬂgas fields connects to the main ?ine when and if the lateral
is built.

Virtually all of the other issues which were raised in the FPC
proceedings and the Senate hearings and debates were the subject
of lengthy negotiations with the Canadians. The discussion which
follows covers the issues of primary Canadian concern in reaching
this decision, along with the resolution of those issues which has
been achieved through the negotiations.

Taxes and impact assistance

The first risk with a trans-Canada system is unanticipated
costs arising from potential Canadian taxes and impact asssitance.
The FPC proceeding considered the risk of taxes imposed by the
Canadian provincial governments, and it was concluded that Cana-
dian legislation or compacts would be necessary to bind the Cana-
dian provinces directly to the antidiscriminatory tax
provisions of the Treaty.

The Canadian Government has undertaken to negotiate Fed-
eral-Provincial agreements with the three western provinces—DBrit-
ish Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan—to assure their imple-
mentation of the Treaty. The Federal Government has obtained
public statements from all three provinces endorsing the principles
of the treaty, and those statements are annexed and made part of
the Agreement. These statements and subsequent Federal—Provin-
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cial Agreements, backing up the unequivocal responsibility of the
Canadian Government under the Treaty, will provide adequate as-
surance on this point.

The degree of practical protection afforded by the Treaty was
subject to some question in the Yukon Territory, as there are cur-
rently no similar pipelines against which to measure possible dis-
criminatory treatment. Therefore, ad valorem (property) taxation in
the Yukon was negotiated as part of the Agreement on Principles.
The agreed rate of property taxation is essentially comparable to

. that in Alaska, and will continue for 25 years or until a similar

ipeline is built, at which time the Treaty tgrotections will apply.
ghe only contingency which would change the agreed taxation re-
gime is 1if the State of Alaska changes its property tax regime.

A related issue was the $200 million socioeconomic impact pay-
ment recommended by the NEB in its July 4th decision. There are
precedents in the United States for socioeconomic impact assist-
ance. Normally, however, compensation for such impacts has been
through federal government loans and subsidies. negotiations
with éanadian representatives, it was strongly urged that this pay-
ment be structured as a loan from the pipe%ine company to be re-
paid through reduction of future iro erty-tax liability. In fact, such
an arrangement has been worked out between the Canadian
project sponsors and the Canadian government. As a result, cost of
service to U.S. consumers will not be affected by this arrangement.

Native claims

A source of additional concern is the settlement of Canadian
native claims. Some parties have questioned whether the cost of
the settlement—the cost was almost $1 billion in the case of Alaska
pative claims—would be imgosed on consumers of Alaska gas
through some type of transit fee or tax. The Canadian government
has publicly stated on a number of occasions that it considers set-
tlement of native claims as an internal Canadian matter to be re-
solved separately from any trans-Canada pipeline consideration.
Canada has also undertaken to assure the United States that no
charges against the pipeline related to the settlement of such
claims will be levied.

Another concern has been that the uncertain status of a Cana-
dian native claims settlement may affect Alcan’s ability to secure
financing. Lenders might be reluctant to commit funds without
firm assurance on the final schedule for completion of the pipeline.

The Agreement on Principles commits both countries to a time-
table which is specified in the Agreement. The Agreement also
commits both countries to seek legislation as required to remove
any delays or impediments to timely and efficient construction.
This legislation, particularly when combined with the incentive
scheme to reduce cost overruns in Canada, will provide the strong-
est possible assurances to lenders that both governments intend for
thgis project to be completed as quickly, and at as low a cost, as pos-
sible.

“Canadian Content” regulations

It has been argued that the “Canadian content” regulations, is-
sued by the NEB to assure that Canadian firms and workers re-
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ceive the maximum economic benefits from pipeline projects in
Canada, could increase costs. One part of the Agreement specifi-
cally addresses this point, and commits each government to the
principle that the supply of goods and services will be on generally
competitive terms. Specifi¢ remedies are included in that section of
the Agreement of consideration in the event that the competitive
terms of supply which are sought by the Agreement are not being
met.

Employment

Finally, a trans-Canada project would have fewer employment
opportunities for U.S. workers than the El Paso project. It is esti-
mated that during the construction period, El Paso would account
for 324,000 man-years of employment in the United States com-

ared to 221,000 for Alcan. In the year of greatest employment, El
aso would have a 121,000 to 84,000 man-year advantage over
Alcan.

The El Paso project is also more labor intensive. Such in-
creased employment opportunities, however, show up in a signifi-
cantly increased cost of service for the El Paso system. Labor costs
in Canada are lower than in the United States, and the operating
costs of an all-pipeline system through Canada will be significantly
lower than for the El Paso LNG system. Also, the lower cost and
higher fuel efficiency of a trans-Canada pipeline make its NNEB
su%stantially higher than that of El Paso.

The important point is that neither project will solve the un-
employment 1problems of either country. Although the difference in
man-years of employment between the two projects is large in an
absolute sense, it translates into a 0.035 percent difference in the
U.S. unemployment rate. This difference would be offset by the un-
employment impacts on the U.S. of curtailed Canadian gas deliv-
eries in the event that lack of access to the Mackenzie Delta re-
serves reduced Canada’s ability to meet existing export commit-
ments.

* * * * * * . %

The Agreement on Principles provides assurances on routes,
taxation levels, project delays, and other critical matters. A section-
by-section analysis is provided below. This Agreement, along with
the Transit Pipeline Treaty, protects the project from unfair or dis-
criminatory charges that would otherwise threaten the savings to
U.S. consumers. Canada also has an excellent record of living up
to its commitments in similar joint agreements with the U.S. In
fact, the kind of assurance on time, taxes, routes, tariffs and a host
of other issues sI)elled out in the Agreement on Principles probably
exceeds the leve]l of commitment that would have been available at
this time on any all-American project.

ANALYSIS OF THE AGREEMENT WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA

Paragraph 1: Pipeline route

This paragraph defines the Pipeline which is the subject of the
Agreement as that which will follow the route described in the first
Annex to the Agreement, and requires that all necessary action be
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taken to authorize the construction and operation of the Pipeline
consistent with the principles of the Agreement.

Paragraph 2: Expeditious construction; timetable

Subparagraph (a) lays out a timetable for commencement of
construction and commits both Governments to take measures to
complete issuance of all authorizations in time to allow initial oper-
ation of the Pipeline by January 1, 1983. The timetable calls for
construction beginning in Alaska by January 1, 1980, and main
line pipelaying beginning in the Yukon by January 1, 1981. Al-

-though heavy pipeline construction activity in the Yukon cannot

start before early 1981, preconstruction activities, such as final
routing studies and highway bridge reinforcement for heavy equip-
ment traffic, can proceed prior to that date.

Subparargraph (b) assures that all charges for routine author-
izations, such as licenses and certficates, as well as charges for
right-of-way, will just be reasonable and pondiscriminatory. Sub-
paragraph (c) commits both Governments to facilitating expeditious
construction of the Pipeline consistent with the respective regu-
latory requirements of the two Governments, such as those in the
arelas of worker safety, environmental protection, and quality con-
trol.

Paragraph 3: Capacity of pipeline and availability of gas

Subparagraph (a) deals with the initial throughput capacity of
the Pipeline, requiring that this capacity be sufficient to meet the
contractual requirements of shippers when those requirements
arise. The intention is that it would initially be sized for 2.4 billion
cubic feet per day (bcfd) of gas from Alaska, with provision for up
to 1.2 befd of gas from Canada’s Mackenzie Delta at the time the
Dempster Highway lateral pipeline (called “the Dempster Line”) is
built to connect those reserves. It is cted that this intention
will be carried out by installing larger-diameter or thicker-walled
pipe south of the interconnection point near Whitehorse, then add-
ing additional compressor capacity at the time the Dempster Line
is constructed. The choice between larger-diameter and thicker-
walled pipe will be made at the conclusion of a testing program to
assess the safety and reliability of the two alternatives. Thé testing
program is provided for in Paragraph 10.

Subparagraph (a) also provides that authorizations will be
granted, subject to regulatory requirements, for the Dempster Line
and any further expansions of capacity (such as that which may
subsequently be requested to transport additional Alaska gas).

Subparagreph (b) defines and limits arrangement whereby the
Pipeline will provide gas service to remote communities, through or
near which it passes. Prior to the time when the Dempster Line is
in service, the gas provided will be Alaska gas, subject to contem-
Eoyaneous ‘replacement by equivalent volumes of Canadian gas

eing made available for export.

There is a limit of $5 million Canedian on capital costs to be
incurred by U.S. shippers for provision of this service. Costs outside
f.hatlﬁzxéit will be reflected in the cost of service to the communities
involved. -
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Paragraph 4: Financing
~ Subparagraph (a) states the understanding of both Govern-
ments that the project will be privately financed. It is also recog-
nized that both Governments have to assure themselves that the
project can be so financed before construction is allowed to begin.
Subparagraph (b) commits both Governments to use a variable
rate of return on pipeline company equity capital as an incentive
device to avoid cost overruns and to minimize costs consistent with
sound pipeline management. Under this device, a higher-than-
usual rate of return on pipeline company equity capital 1s allowed
in the cost of service if the company is able to meet or better its
estimates of capital costs for the project. Conversely, a lower-than-
usual rate of return on equity is included in the cost of service if
the project overruns its capital cost estimates. The base capital cost
estimates which will be used for administering the variable rate of
return device in Canada are set forth in the Agreement as Annex
III. -
Although the details of the variable rate of return device re-
main to be worked out by the Federal Power Commission and the
Canadian National Energy Board, it will have the effect of insulat-
ing the consumer somewhat from the effect of cost overruns in
project construction. If the amount of capital costs reflected in the
cost of service is relatively low, then the return-on-equity compo-
nent of that cost is allowed to be higher than usual. On the other
hand, if the total capital costs are higher than estimated, the in-
creased cost of service can be offset by reducing that portion of it
which is included for return on pipeline company equity capital.
The overall effect on the cost of service is to narrow somewhat the
expected range by trading off return to the pipeline company
against performance by the company in holding down capital costs.
Additional information on the varniable rate of return concept is
given in the section of the Decision dealing with financing.
Subparagraph (c) states that neither the variable rate of return
on equity nor any unusual provisions in the debt instruments con-
cluded in financing the main line will be allowed to interfere with
the financing of the Dempster Line.

Paragraph 5: Taxation and provincial undertakings

Subparagraph (a) reiterates commitments of the two Govern-
ments under the Transit Pipeline Treaty and attaches statements
by the Governments of the three western provinces ressing
their agreement with the principles in the Treaty. In addition to
sua;antees against interruptions in flow, the Treaty covers fees,

uties, taxes or other monetary charges, and assures that such
charges will be the same for transit pipelines as for similar pipe-
lines located within the jurisdiction of the responsible public au-
thorities within each country.

As there are no similar pipelines in the Yukon Territory, it was
desirable to reach an understanding on the taxation regime appli-
cable tc the Pipeline in that Territory. Subparagraph &Lﬁays out
the principles of that taxation regime, which is comparable to that
in the State of Alaska. Those principles are as follows:

o .
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1. The Yukon Property Tax is defined as property taxes and all
- other direct taxes33 wgfich are levied exclusively or virtually exclu-
sively on the Pipeline. (Clause i) )

2. Prior to authorization of initial operation of the Pipeline, the
Yukon Property Tax will not exceed the following:

1980—$5 million Canadian;

1981—8$10 million Canadian;

1982—$20 million Canadian; and

Any year after 1982 during which operation of the Pipeline

is not yet authorized—$25 million Canadian. (Clause ii)

3. From the first full year that the Pipeline is authonized to
open operation through 2008 (or until the Dempster Line is author-
ized to open, if that occurs earlier), the Yukon Property Tax will
not exceed $30 million Canazian, adjusted for inflation after 1983
using the Canadian Gross Nationa{ Product price deflator (the
GNP deflator). (Clause 1)

4. The $30 million maximum level of taxation applies to the
Pipeline at a throughput of 2.4 bcfd of U.S. gas and 1.2 befd of Ca-
nadian gas. If the capacity of the Pipeline is increased for U.S. gas
prior to the connection of the Dempster Line, the $30 million base
figure could be increased by the same proportion as the increase in
gross asset values of the Pipeline facilities. (Clause vi)

5. If at the end of 1987 it is found that the per capita revenues
received from property taxes, other than the Pipeline, plus grants
to local governmental units, have increased during the period 1983
through 1987 at a faster rate than the GNP deflator, the Yukon
Property Tax may undergo a one-time adjustment for the year 1987
to raise the permitted maximum to the level it would have been,
had it been increasing at the rate of increase of other YT'G per cap-
ita revenue. (Clause iv) .

6. After January 1, 1988, the Yukon Property Tax is permitted
to rise either with the GNP deflator or with the rate of increase
in YTG per capita revenue (excluding tax on the Pipeline), which-
ever is greater. (Clause v)

7. If the Alaska property tax rate on pipelines increases be-
tween now and 1983 at a rate faster than the Canadian GNP
deflator, an adjustment in the permitted $30 million maximum is
allowed; and ag\er leave to open the Pipeline in the Yukon is grant-
ed, the permissible Yukon property tax may be adjusted to reflect
increases of Alaska property tax on the Piﬁline greater than in-
creases otherwise permitted in the Yukon perty Tax. {Clauses
vii and viii)

8. Clause ix provides that the Yukon socioeconomic fund costs
will not be reflected in cost of service to U.S. shippers. No other
special fund having an effect on cost of service will be permitted
in the Yukon unless such a fund is required by the State of Alaska.

9. If the Dempster Line is connected, the Yukon Property Tax
will be governed by the tax treatment applied to the empster
Line, under the terms of the Transit Pipeline Treaty (clause in1). In
Subparagraph (c) the Canadian Government will endeavor to en-
sure that tax treatment of the Dempster Line in the Northwest

* Under Ctnuin.ni‘hw_ the Yukon Territoris]l Government can impose only direct taxes. lodi-
rect taxes can ouly be levied by the Cansdian Federal Government, and are, therefore, governed
adequately by the Transit Pipeline Treaty.
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Territory is reasonably comparable to that in the Yukon Territory.
(Clause iii and Subparagraph (c)) o

10. If the Dempster Line is not connected, the permissible limit
of the Yukon Property Tax will expire on December 31, 2008 (25
years after the date when the Alaska gas is expected to begin flow-
ing), at which time it will be renegotiated. (Clause iii)

Paragraph 6: Tariffs and cost allocation

Subparagraph (a) outlines the general methods of cost alloca-
tion for the portions of the Pipeline in Canada. The Pipeline will
be divided into zones (Annex Il contains the description of the
zones) corresponding to segments of the system delineated by any
of the following boundanies:

Gas input and takeout points.
Changes in Pipeline ownership.3*

Cost of service to each shipper in each zone will be determined
by allocating the total costs of constructing and operating the Pipe-
line in that zone among the shippers transporting gas through it
in proportion to the volumes of gas3% transported for each shipper.

Subparagraph (b) describes the cost allocation method for Zone
11 (the extension of the Dempster Line from Dawson to Whitehorse
known as the “Dawson Spur”) if and when the Dempster Line is
constructed. In general, the cost of service for the Dawson Spur is
to be shared by Canadian and U.S. shippers. The proportionate
sharing is to be linked to the degree of cost overruns sustained in
constructing the Canadian segments of the Pipeline. In no event is
the share to be paid by U.S. shippers less than the fraction of the
U.S. gas transported by the system after Canadian gas has been
connected to the system. The cost service to U.S. shippers will be
affected more by reduced cost overruns than by the U.S. share of
the cost of service for the Dawson Spur.

For a case with system tr rtation of 2.4 befd of U.S. gas
and 1.2 befd of Canadian gas, the U.S. ghippers’ share of the Daw-
son Spur cost of service would be two-thirds if cost overruns were
45 percent. If cost overruns are reduced from 45 percent, the U.S.
shippers’ share of the cost of service increases on a straight-line
basis, until at an overrun level of 35 percent, the U.S. shippers’
share is 100 percent.

If U.S. gas is a larger proportion than two-thirds of the total
gas carried 1n the Pipeline, the minimum proportion of the cost of
service on the Dawson Spur to be paid by U.S. shippers is cor-
respondingly higher. If the system is carrying three-quarters U.S.
gas, for example, then the minimum propartion of the cost of serv-
ice on the Dawson Spur which will be paid by U.S. shippers is 75
percent. From that minimum, the U.S. shippers’ share of the cost
of service increases with reduced cost overruns until their share
reaches 100 percent at the 35 percent cost overrun level. The de-

) $41n order o assure full Federal Government juriadiction aver the Pipeline, the Canadian Na-
hpnq&ernﬁoudmuindtbezonwrinzm ies 10 restructure their corporste form. The
E.’:hm company sponsors are 1o form a Fed ~chartered umbrella company, Foothills Pipe

es, Ltd., ybich will own §1 percent of subsidiaries which will construct and operste segwents
of the Pipeline within the different provinces. The other 49 percent of esch subsidiary will be
owned by the respective parest companies of Foothills in their traditianal business areas.
%8 Volumes of commingled gus streams will be adjusied to reflect the original Bto content of
the source gas and such volumes will be used for allocating costa. .

1149

DOE002-1159



325

gree of cost overrun between 35 and 45 percent always corresponds
to the same U.S. shippers’ share of the cost of service on the Daw-
son Spur; only the minimum U.S. shippers’ share varies with the
proportion of total gas transported which is U.S. gas.

This cost-shanng arrangement is intended to provide benefits
to transportation of Canadian gas which would have been provided
by diverting the Pipeline north through Dawson City and along the
laondike I-ﬁghway as required by the National Energy Board. Had
the diversion been implemented, U.S. shippers would have been
_paying a volumetric proportion of the cost of service of the main

rine between Dawson ango Whitehorse after the Dempster Line was
connected, and all of the cost of service for that segment if the
Dempster Line was never connected. Under the agreed arrange-
ment, U.S. shippers will pay a volumetric proportion of the cost of
service on a smaller, less expensive pipeline from Dawson to
Whitehorse only after the Canadian gas is connected, and will pay
nothing for that segment if the Dempster Line is never built. The
agreed arrangement provides the same transportation benefits to
Canadian gas at lower cost to both Canadian and U.S. shippers.

The agreed arrangement also imposes a ceiling on U.S. liability
for the Dawson Spur at 35 percent above filed costs. The Canadi-
ans, in turn, can credit savings achieved on the main line system
against cost overruns on the Dawson Spur prior to applying the
ceiling. The savings that can be credited against the cost overruns
on the Dawson Spur may be either of the following:

A volumetric proportion of savings achieved in segments
through which joint volumes will be transported; and

100 percent of savings achieved in segments which will
carry only U.S. gas. ‘

However, at a minimum, the U.S. shippers' share of the cost
of service on the Dawson Spur will be the fraction of the total gas
carried in the Pipeline which is U.S. gas. More detail on the specif-
ics of cost allocation for the Dawson Spur is given in Annex III to
the Agreement. -

Subparagraph (c) of this Paragraph in general provides for re-
view and subsequent agreement by both Governments on cost allo-
cation methods 1n the event that volumes of gas to be shipped ex-
ceed the efficient transmission capacity of the Pipeline. Subpara-
graph (d) limits costs for the Dawson Spur allocated to U.S. ship-
pers to those that would be incurred for installation of a 42-inch
system, plus those installed within 3 years of the date when the
system commences operation. Sul_gparagra h (d) also requires the
system installed for the Dawson Spur to the same as that for

e Dempster Line, in order to prevent loading of costs onto the
Dawson Spur.

Paragraph 7: Supply of goods and services

Subparagraph (a) ensures that contracting for supply of goods
and services to the Pipeline will be on generally competitive terms.
This provision is intended to prevent cost overruns and time delays
due to Canadian source restrictions on procurement for pipeline
projects constructed within Canada. ) i

Subparagraph (b) provides a mechanism for presenting griev-
ances when the objectives with regard to competitive terms in Sub-

- ‘ 1150

DOEO002-1160



326

paragraph (a) are pot being met. Subparagraiph (b) also specifies
possible actions to be taken in the event of a favorable determina-
tion on a plaintiff's grievance including:

Renegotiation of contracts, or

Reopening of compeiitive bidding.

Paragraph 8: Coordination and consultation

This paragraph provides for appointment by both Governments
of a senior official to represent that Government in periodic con-
sultations on progess in implementing this Agreement. The re-
spective senior officials may, in turn, designate additional rep-
resentatives to work out any. particular probiems which may arise
in the course of constructing and operating the Pipeline.

Paragraph 9: Regulatory authorities—consultation

This paragraph provides for consultation between the respec-
tive regulatory authorities in the US. and Canada, primarily the
U.S. Federal Power Commission and the Canadian National En-
ergy Board. In particular, the two authorities will need to work out
matters relating to financing, tariffs, taxation and cost allocation as
they relate to determination of the cost of service for the Pipeline.
Paragraph 10: Technical study group on pipe

The two Governments are agreed that a higher-capacity pipe-
line system than was proposed by the sponsoring companies is to
be installed south of the interconnection point for the Dempster
Line at Whitehorse, in order to carry joint gas volumes more effi-
ciently. However, there is some reservation, particularly on the
part of the Canadian Government and the Canadian pipeline com-
pany sponsors, about the technical feasibility of a higher-pressure
system, such as had been proposed by the Arctic Gas consortium.
Although Canadian Government representatives are agreed on the
need for a higher-capacitﬁ system, their preference on the grounds
of expected safety and reliability is for larger-diameter pipe, which
has many of the same advantages in increased efficiency as the
higher-pressure system.

Subparagraph (a) establishes a joint technical study group for
the purpose of evaluating the relative merits of the larger-diameter
and hlS; er-pressure systems which have been suggested, as well as
any other combinations of pressure and pipe size which might
achieve objectives of increaseg efficdency. The 48-inch, 1,260 pounds
per square inch (psi) design which was proposed by the applicant
and will likely be installed from Whitehorse north to the dhoe
Bay field will also be evaluated by the group. Final decisions based
. on the results of the testing program will remain the responsibility
of the respective regulatory authorities in the two countries.

Subparagraﬁ}; (b) states that whatever higher-capacity system
is chosen will installed from the interconnection point near
Whitehorse to the point near Caroline, Alberta, where t.lrz):llgipeline
bifurcates into a western and an eastern leg.

Paragraph 11: Direct charges by public authorities

Subparagraph (a) provides that either Governmenf can request
consultations in the event that any public authority seeks to im-
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pose a direct charge on the Pipeline which might be considered
properly the responsibility of the sponsoring company, rather than
an item which should be included in the cost of service.

Subparagraih (b) identifies generally the types of direct
charges by public authorities which will be permitted to be in-
cluded in the cost of service. Such charges will include only:

‘Those considered by the appropriate regulatory authority
to be just and reasonable on the basis of accepted regualtory
practice, and

3 Those normally imposed on natural gas pipelines in Can-
ada.
A list of examples of direct charges is attached to the Agree-
ment as Annex ]V and includes:

Extraordinary highway maintenance due to heavy vehicle
traffic,

Airfield and airstrip repairs,

Drainage maintenance, and

Erosion control, etc.

Direct charges will be subject to the tests in the appropriate
legislation prior to inclusion in the cost of service.

Paragraph 12: Other costs

This Paragraph provides that no charges will be considered for
inclusion in the cost of service other than those:
Imposed by a public authority under the terms of the
Agreement or Lixe Transit Pipeline Treaty,
Normally paid by natural gas pipelines in Canada under
accepted regulatory practice, or
Caused by Acts of God or other unforeseen circumstances.

Paragraph 13: Compliance with terms and conditions

This Paragraph provides that each Government will implement
the principles directly afgrlicable to construction, operation and ex-
pansion of the Pipeline ugh imposition of terms and conditions
on the authorizations it issues. In the event that a Pipeline owner
does not fulfill one or more of the terms and conditions, the Gov-
ernment will not be held responsible for that nonfulfillment, but
will take appropriate action to cause the owners to remedy or
intergrate the adverse consequences of that nonfulfillment.

Paragraph 14: Legislation

This Pam%raph commits both Governments to seek expedi-
tiously all legislative authorities which might be required to imple-
ment the Agreement and to facilitate timely and efhcient construc-
tion of the Pipeline. This provision specifically refers to legislation
to remove delays to construction of the Pipeline.
Paragraph 15: Entry into force

This paragraph provides that the Agreement will become effec-
tive upon signature, and will continue in effect for 35 years and
thereafter until terminated on 12 month’s notice by either Govern-
ment. The provisions of the Aﬁeement which required legislative
action will become effective when the required legislative action
has been completed.

DOE002-1162
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At the end of the agreement there are several Annexes which
append specific information or explain a particular feature of the
Agreement in more detail.

Annex I: Description of the route
(Self-explanatory).

Annex II: Zones for the pipeline in Canada

This Annex specifically identifies the zones for cost allocation
‘'under the method described in Paragraph 6. It gives the bound-
aries of the zones.

Annex III: Cost allocation in Zone 11

This Annex describes the cost allocation agreement for the
Dawson Spur, which was outlined in Paragraph 6, in more detail.
In particular, the computation of the ceiling on U.S. shippers’ li-
ability for the cost of service on the Dawson Spur is set forth in
some detail.

The Annex also contains detailed specification of the filed cap-
ital costs for Canadian portions of the system which will be used
to determine cost overruns for the purposes of cost allocation for
the Dawson Spur. Possible adjustments of those costs in limited
circurnstances are also covered.

Annex I'V: Direct charges by public authorities

This Annex is a list of typical direct cost items for use with the
limitation on direct charges by public authorities in Canada; the
limitation is in Paragraph 11 of the Agreement.

Annex V: Statements by the provincial governments

Public statements by the Governments of the three western
provinces are attached in which they agree to the principles of the \
Transit Pipeline Treaty. Each also undertakes to work out with the
Canadian Government a Federal-Provincial Agreement.

CHAPTER XII-SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

Throughout the period during which an Alaska natural gas
transportation system has been under consideration, many com-
ments concerning the decision have been sent to the various Fed-
eral agencies involved in the decision process. Comments have '
come from all parts of the American public, including private citi-
zens, businesses, labor unions, muniapalities, legislators and Gov-
ernors. They ranged from expressions of support for a specific pro-
posal to suggestions .
of alternative and often innovative methods of building a gas deliv- |
ery system. : |

By far, the majority of comments were received within the past
few months in response to a Federal Register notice on June 14,

1977, advising the public of Section 6(b) of the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act of 1976 which invites comments from Gov-
ernors, municipalities, and other interested parties. Letters solicit-
Ing comments were written to the Governors of all the States, and
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meetings were held on several occasions with a committee of State
Public Utility Comumissioners.

The comments received in the period since the FPC's Rec-
ommendation to the President have been of two basic types—those
supporting a specific proposal, and those commentinf on certain as-
pects of the FﬁC recommendations. Almost all the letters received
favored the delivery of the North Slope gas to the lower-48 states.
Very few suggested that construction of a delivery system be sig-

nificantly de:ayed or that no system be built.

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC PROJECTS

Arctic gas ;

The supporters of Arctic Gas most often cited Arctic’s claims of
lower cost of service and fuel use; ability to connect Prudhoe Bay
and Mackenzie Delta reserves with one pipeline; and the oppor-
tunity to maintain Canadian gas exports once the Mackenzie Delta
reserves were connected.

The unfavorable comments generally concerned the enwviron-
mental impacts of crossing the Arctic National Wildlife Range
(ANWR); higher potential for delay and cost overrun due to winter
construction, use of snowroads, and regulation by two countries.
The unsettled status of the Canadian native land claims was
stressed as a factor which would cause delays or preclude construc-
tion.

Before the July 4th Canadian NEB decision, the Arctic Gas
proposal received support from municipalities and businesses in
the Midwest and California; the Governors of Arkansas, Kansas,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Massachusetts, Ohio, Maryland, Illinois;
and many private citizens from all parts of the country. The Gov-
ernors of California and Montana also supported an overland route.

El Paso

Support for the El Paso proposal was primarily based on the
fact that El Paso would lie entirely within the United States. Ac--
cording to its supporters, this fact would result in greater domestic
employment, higher tax payments, better security of supply, and
regulatory control by one country. Another favorable point for El
Paso cited was that it used the existing Alyeska transportation cor-
ridor and facilities. :

The principal negative comments concerned El Paso's higher
cost of service; the location of its LNG glant in active seismic zones;
difficulty of siting the regasification plant in Southern Californis;
and the possibility that it would foreclose delivery of additional Ca-
nadian gas su‘pplies.

Support for the El Paso proposal came from various state
AFL~CIO offices, maritime labor unions, some private citizens, and
the Governors of Alaska, New Mexico, Arizona, Texas, Alabama,
New York and Washington. ‘

Alcan

Alcan's supporters often cited this prdposal .as an example of
the success of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) be-
cause the proposal developed as an alternative which achieved the
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economies of scale of a pipeline while avoiding the environmentally
sensitive ANWR and Arctic regions. Alcan also received support be-
cause it generally follows existing transportation corndors. It
seemed even greater after the NEB selected the Alcan proposal and
stated that construction of a Trans-Canadian pipeline would facili-
tate maintenance of Canadian gas exports.

The negative comments on Alcan were that it had a less devel-
oped hearing record; would incur more delays by being subject to
regulation by two countries; would lack adeg;xate re-construction
planning, would require settlement of Canadian Native claims in
southern Yukon; and would need additional environmental studies.
Concerns were raised about the conditions imposed by the NEB,
such as the socioeconomic impact fund and the requirement to in-
crease capacity to carry Canarfian in the system.

Support for the Alcan proposal has come from the major envi-
ronmental organizations and the Governors of Wyoming, Nevada,
Oregon, Colorado, and Utah.

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC FPC RECOMMENDATIONS

Formula wellhead pricing

The producers and the State of Alaska strongly opposed the
FPC recommendation for “formula pricing” of the wellhead price.
They contended that this approach forced the producers to share
the risk of the project—even if they were not investors. This would
serve to inhibit further exploration for gas in northern Alaska.
They also argued this proposal would reduce the sponsor’s incen-
tive to manage the project properly.

Minimum throughput requirements
The producers also opposed this recommendation because con-

tending that throughput should be established by the behavioral
charactenistics of the reservoir and by the State of Alaska.
Widespread distribution of gas

The members of the Artic Gas Consortium strongly opposed
this recommendation. They argued that this requirement would be
a disincentive for prospective members to jon the coansortium;
would be unfair and discriminatory to companies who could pur-
chase more tr:an the maximum; and would result in discriminatory
treatment of Alaskan gas compared with other fuel sources. Alcan,
however, supported the widespread distnbution requirement.

Western Leg

The FPC recommendation to delay the decision on the Western
Leg was ogposed by Arctic, Alcan and the State of California. It
was argued that this recommendation is inconsistent with the re-
?uirements of Alaska Natural Gas Trans tion Act. They also
v%lt that new facilities will be required to deliver Alaska gas to the

est. S
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM:
WAIVERS OF LAW

Waivers of Law,—The President submitted to the Congress
findings and proposed waivers of law on October 15, 1981. The
President’s proposed waiver was approved by Public Law 97-93
(Dec. 15, 1981; 95 Stat. 1204) pursuant to the procedures of section
8 of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976.

I
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MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS SUBMITTING A PROPOSED WAIVER OF
Law. Ocroaea 15, 1981

To the Congress of the United States: ‘

The Alaska Highway Pipeline route for the Alaska Natural
Gas Transportation System was chosen by President Carter and
approved by Congress in 1977. There was a strong Congressional
endorsement that the pipeline should be built if it could be pn-
vately financed. That has been my consistent position since becom-
ing President, as communicated on numerous occasions to our good
neighbors in Canada and I am now submitting my formal findings
andg proposed waiver of law.

As ] stated in my message to Prime Minister Trudeau inform-
ing him of my decision to submit this waiver:

My Administration supports the completion of this
project through private financing, and it is our hope that
this action will clear the way to moving ahead with it. I
believe that this project is important not only in terms of
its contribution to the energy security of North America. It
is also a symbol of U.S.-Canadian ability to work together
cooperatively in the energy area for the benefit of both
countries and peoples. This same spirit can be very impor-
tant in resolving the other problems we face in the energy
area.

This waiver of law, submitted to the Congress under Section
B(g) of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act, is designed to
clear away ernmental obstacles to proceeding with private fi-
nancing of tﬁ?: important project. It is critical to the energy secu-
rity of this country that the Federal Government not obstruct de-
velopment of energy resources on the North Slope of Alaska. For
this reason, it is important that the Congress begin expeditiously
to consider and adopt a waiver of those laws that impede private
financing of the project. .

. RONALD REAGAN.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 15, 1981.

FINDINGS AND PROPOSED WAIVER OF LAW

Pursuant to the provisions of the Alaska Natural Gas Trans-
portation Act of 1976 (ANGTA) 15 U.S.C. §7189, et seq., a transpor-
tation system to transport Alaska natural gas to consumers in the
contg'p?ental United States was selected and approved by Congress
in 1977.

I find that certain grcms ions of law applicable to the Federal
actions to be taken under Subsections (a) and (c) of Section 9 of
ANGTA require waiver in order to permit expeditious construction
and initial operation of the approved transportation system. Ac-

cordingly, under the provisions of Section B(gX1) of ANGTA, 1 here-

m
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION: WAIVERS 334 ‘

by propose to both Houses of Congress a waiver of the following
provisions of law, such waiver to become effective upon approval of
a joint resolution under the procedures set forth in Sections 8(gX2),
B(g)(3), and 8(gX4) of ANGTA. i
Waive P.L. 95-1581 [Joint Resolution of approval,* pursuant
to Section 8(a) of ANGTA, incorporating the President’s Decision)
in the following particulars:
~ Section 1, Paragraph 3, and Section 5, Conditions IV—4 and V-
1, of the President’s Decision, in order to permit producers of Alas-
ka natural gas to participate in the ownership of the Alaska pipe-
line segment and the gas conditioning plant segment of the ap-
proved transportation system; Provided, however, that any agree-
ment on producer participation may be approved by the Federal
Tnergy Regulatory Commission only after consideration of advice
from the Attorney General and upon a finding by the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission that the agreement will not (a) create
or maintain a situation inconsistent with the antitrust laws, or (b)
in and of itself create restrictions on access to the Alaska segment
of the approved transportation system for nonowner shippers or re-
strictions on capacity expansion; and
Section 2, Paragraph 3, First Sentence, of the President’s Deci-
sion, to include the gas conditioning plant in the approved trans-
portation system and in the final certificate to be issued for the
system; and the application of Section 5, Condition IV-2 of the
President’s Decision to the gas conditioning plant; and
Section 5, Condition IV-3, of the President's Decision; Pro-
vided, however, that such waiver shall not authorize the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to approve tariffs except as pro-
vided herein. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission may ap-
prove a tariff that will permit billing to commence and collection
of rates and charges to begin and that will authorize recovery of
all costs paid by purchasers of Alaska natural gas for transpor-
tation through the system pursuant to such tariffs prior to the flow
of Alaska natural gas through the approved transportation
system— :
(a) to permit recovery of the full cost of service for the -
pipeline in Canada to commence— :
. (1) upon completion and testing, so that it is proved
capable of operation; and
(2) not before a date certain, as determined (in con-
sultation with the Federal Inspector) by the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission in issuing a final certificate
for the approved transportation system, to be the most
likely date for the approved transportation system to begin
operation; and
" (b) to permit recovery of the actual operation and mainte-
nance expenses, actual current taxes and amounts necessary to

1 See: Executive Office of the President, Energy Policy and Planning, Decision and Report to
Congress on the Aloska Naotura! Gas Tronsportation System (Se r 1977) (bereinafler re-
ferred to as President's Decision); and see HJ. Res. 621, Pub. L. Ne. 95-168 (1977), wherein
%gzdml'- Decision was incorporsted and ratified by Congress pursuant to Section 8(a) of

*16 US.C.-§7191 ot
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KL ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION WAIVERS:

service debt, including interest and scheduled retirement of

debt, to commence— )

(1) for the Alaska pipeline segment—

(A) upon completion and testing of the Alaska
pipeline segment so that it is proved capable of oper-
ation; and

(B) not before a date certain, as determined (in
consultation with the Federal Inspector) by the Fed-
eral Energy _Reri\xlatory Commission in issuing a final
certificate for the approved transportation system, to

. be the most likely date for the approved transpor-

. tation system to begin operations; ancf
(2) for the gas conditioning plant segment—

(A) upon completion and testing of the gas condi-
tioning plant segment so that it is proved capable of
operation; and

(B) not before a date certain, as determined (in
consultation with the Federal Inspector) by the Fed-
eral Energy Retiulatory Commission in issuing a final
certificate for the approved transportation system, to
be the most likely date for the approved transpor-
tation system to begin operation.

Waive Pub. L. No. 688,* 75th Cong., 2d Sess. [Natural Gas
Act] in the following particulars:

Section 7(cX1)(g) of the Natural Gas Act to the extent that sec-
tion can be construed to require the use of formal evidentiary hear-
ings in proceedings related to applications for certificates of public
convenience and necessity authonzing the construction or operation
of any segment of the approved transportation system; Provided,
however, that such waiver shall not preclude the use of formal evi-
dentiary hearing(s) whenever the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission determines, in its discretion, that such a hearing is nec-
essary,; and

Sections 4, 5, 7, and 16 of the Natural Gas Act to the extent .

that such sections would allow the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to change the provisions of any final rule or order ap-
proving (a) any tané in any manner that would impair the recov-
ery of the actual operation and maintenance es, actual cur-
rent taxes, and amounts necessary to service degt, including inter-
est and scheduled retirement of debt, for the approved transpor-
tation system; or (b) the recovery by purchasers of Alaska natural
gas of all costs related to transportation of such gas pursuant to
an agproved tanff; and .

ections 1(b) and 2(6) of the Natural Gas Act to the extent nec-
essary to permit the Alaskan Northwest Natural Gas Transpor-
tation Company or its successor and any shipper of Alaska natural
gas through the Alaska pipline segment of the approved transpor-
tation system to be deemed to be a “natural gas company” within
the meaning of the Act at such time as it accepts a final certificate
of public convenience and necessity authorizing it to construct or
operate the Alaska pipeline segment and the gas conditioning plant
segment of the approved transportation system or to ship or sell

*1SUS.C. M7,
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gas that is to be transported through the z:zproved transportation
system; and

Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act es it would apply to Alaska |
natural gas transported through the Alaska pipeline segment of the |
approveg transportation system to the extent that any authoriza-
tion would otherwise be required for—

(1) the exportation of Alaska natural gas to Canada (to the
extent that such natural gas is replaced by Canada down-
stream from the export); an

(2) the importation of natural gas from Canada (to the ex- |,
tent that such natural -gas replaced Alaska natural gas ex- |
ported to Canada); and

(3) the exportation from Alaska into Canada and the im-
gortation from Canada into the lower 48 states of the United

tates of Alaska natural gas.

Waive P.L. 94-163* [Energy Policy and Conservation Act] in
the following particulars:

Section 103 as it would apply to Alaska natural gas trans-
ported through the Alaska pipeline segment of the approved trans-
portation system to the extent that any authorization would other-
wise be required for—

(1) the exportation of Alaska natural gas to Canada (to the
extent that such natural Sas is replaced by Canada down-
stream from the export); an :

(2) the importation of natural gas from Canada (to the ex-
tent that such natural gas replaced Alaska natural gas ex-
ported to Canada); and

(3) the exportation from Alaska into Canada and the im-
gortation from Canada into the lower 48 States of the United

tates of Alaska natural gas.

*42 US.C. §6201, et aeq.
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COAL-BASED GENERATION STAKEHOLDERS

rebruary 5, 2001

The Honorable Frank Murkowski

Chairman

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Senator Bingaman:

We are wrniting to express our strong support for passage of S. 60, the "National
Electricity and Environmental Technology (NEET) Act” as part of comprehensive energy
legislation ta be considered by the 107th Congress. A copy of the NEET bill is attached.

The CoalBased Generation Stakeholders Group is a diverse group of investor-
owned utilities, rural electric cooperatives, public power entities, coal producers, and
railroads. The group believes that the option to generate electricity from coal — which
remains Amenca's most abundant energy resource — should be preserved and
enhanced in order to (1) sustain our strong economy; (2) ensure the generation of
affordable and reliable electricity; (3) maintain a diverse fuel supply; (4) continue to
reduce emissions; and (5) provide secure jobs for American workers.

Overall emissions from U.S. coal-fired generating plants have fallen by more than
20 percent over the last 30 years, at the same time that electricity produced from coal
has tripled. To continue this dramatic environmental improvement and to preserve the

option for new coal-based generating plants, the development and commercialization of -

even more efficient and fower emitting clean coal technologies must be encouraged.

The purpose of the NEET Act is to establish a comprehensive coal-based
technology program to reduce emissions by improving efficiency in existing coal-based
generating plants, and to stimulate the deployment of advanced technologies to further
reduce emissions and improve efficiency in new generating facilities.

The measure would accomplish this goal by enhancing funding for coal-based
research and development, providing a measure of burden-sharing to improve the
operationatl and environmental performance of existing coal-based generating facilities,
and adopting financial incentives and risk shanng arrangements for a limited number of
advariced clean coal technology demonstration projects.
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The Honarable Frank Murkowski
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman
Page 2

. We look forward to working closely with you on the NEET legislation and the
other vital components of a comprehensive national energy strategy.

Sincerely,

Stephen Addington, President, AEl Resources
Don Blankenship, President and COO, A.T. Massey Coal Company
Travis Bowden, President and CEQ, Gulf Power Company
Wayne Brunetti, President and CEO, Xcel Energy
Peter Burg, Chairman and CEO, FirstEnergy Corporation
James Crawford, Chairman and CEQ, James River Coal Company
Richard K. Davidson, Chairman and CEQ, Union Pacific
E. Linn Draper, Chauman, President and CEO, American Electric Power
Anthony Earley, Chairnan and CEO, DTE Energy Company
irl Engelhardt, Chairman and CEQ, Peabody Group
Glenn English, CEO, National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
Dwight H. Evans, President and CEQ, Mississippi Power Company
Thomas Farrell I}, CEO, Dominion Energy
Jack Gerard, President and CEO, National Mining Association
Gary Goldberg, President and CEO, Kennecott Energy
David Goode, Chairman, President and CEQ, Norfolk Southemn
Thomas Grennan, Executive Vice President, Westem Resources
" Roger Hale, Chairman and CEO, LG&E Energy Corporation
Edward Hamberger, President and CEO, Association of American Railroads
Elmer Harris, President and CEO, Alabama Power Company
J. Brett Harvey, President and CEO, CONSOL Energy
Michae! Haverty, President and CEO, Kansas City Southern
William Hecht, Chairman, President and CEO, PPL Corporation
~ G. Edison Holland, Jr. President and CEQ, Savannah Electric Power Company
James Jura, General Manager, Associated Electric Cooperative
Thomas Kuhn, President, Edison Electric Institute
Steven Leer, President and CEO, Arch Coal
Bill McCormick, Chairman and CEO, CMS Energy Corporation
Charles McCrary, President, Southem Company Generation
Stephen Miller, President, Center for Energy and Economic Development
Charles Mueller, Chairman, President and CEQ, Ameren Corporation
Robert Murray, President and CEQ, Ohio Valley Coal Company
Alan Noia, Chairman, President, and CEO, Allegheny Energy
Ere Nye, Chairman and CEO, TXU Corporation
Paul Oakley, Executive Director, Coalition for Affordable and Reliable Energy
Roy Palk, President and CEO, East Kentucky Power Cooperative
James Pignatelli, Chairman, President and CEQ, UniSource Energy Corporation
’ Gary Rainwater, President and CEO, AmerenCIPS
" David Ratcliffe, President and CEOQ, Georgia Power Company
Alan Richardson, Executive Director, American Public Power Association
Rob Ritchie. President and CEO, Canadian Pacific Railway
James Roberts, President and CEQ, RAG American Coal Holding
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The Honorable Frank Murkowski
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman
Page 3

James Rogers, Chaiman, President and CEO, Cinergy
Matthew Rose, President and CEO, Burdlington Northem Santa Fe
Edwin Russell, Chairman, President and CEO, ALLETE
Richard Silverman, General Manager, Salt River Project
Peter Skrgic, President, Allegheny Energy Supply
John Snow, Chairman and CEO, CSX Corporation
Wesley Taylor, President, Generation Business Unit, TXU Corporation
Paul Tellier, President and CEO, Canadian National
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Enact a National Energy Program
Based on Fuel Diversity.

Maintaining a diversity of supply options is key to affordable and reliable electricity. Policymakers and regula-
tors should work together to reconcile conflicting energy, environmental, or other public policy goals. They
should promote initiatives that capitalize on all of our nation’s abundant natural resources. They should
address challenges that limit the development and viability of fuel sources. Finally, they should implement a
national energy program that. '

B Maximizes the diversity of fuels and technology options available for the generation of electricity.

Examines a3 comprehensive approach to the implementation of environmental regulations in order to
reduce compliance costs and regulatory uncertainty.

Promotes the development of technologies to improve energy efficiency, to enhance energy conservation,
and to increase the environmental performance of fuels in the generation mix.

Places an emphasis on market-based approaches {e.q., trading programs or results-based approaches),
rather than on specific technology or prevention processes, to achieve important environmental or other
societal goals.

Removes barriers to siting electric generating stations, transmission lines, and gas pipelines.

Revamps the process for licensing and relicensing hydropower facilities.

Focuses the nation’s tax policy on bringing new and advanced energy technologtes, including electncity
generation technologies, to the marketplace.

Establishes clearly defined decision making processes that will ensure the timely resolution of conflicting
policies among various government agencies.

Now maore than ever, a sound energy policy that promotes stability, affordability, and reliability of electricity
requires 3 diversity of fuels and technology options and the adoption of policies that better achieve low-cost
electricity supplies, attainment of environmental goals, and economic prosperity.
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our natllon's economic _prosperity is closely
mked to electricity growth.
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i i Fuel Oil
Eliectric companies use ':)vé’,';/ Lot

a diverse mix of fuels to Renewables
generate electricity. nx

America’s electricity prices are substantially lower than most of our
imernational competitors, giving our businesses and industries a (l;g;
significant competitive advantage in international markets. The U.S.

has enjoyed low electricity prices, in part, because we relyon a

variety of fuels to generate electricity. The resulting competition

among these fuels keeps prices in check.

The combination of fuel sources used is referred to as the generation
mix. Today, more than half of the nation’s electricity supply is gener-

ated from coal. Nuclear energy produces nearly twenty percent of the current

supply, while natural gas provides sixteen percent. Hydropower and, to Generation Mix
a lesser extent, other renewable resources—such as biomass, {Numbers exceed 100% due to rounding )
geothermal, solar, and wind—provide nearly eleven percent of the Source: Form EIA-759 and Form E1A-8608

supply. Fuel o1l provides nearly three percent of the generation mix.

Electric companies consider numerous factors in determining their generation mix. These include the costs to
construct 3 power plant that will utilize a panicuiarfuel, and the degree of risks and uncertainties associated
with the use of that fuel. In addition, the price, the availability, and the reliability of different fuel supplies are
important factors taken into consideration.

A diverse generation mix helps to protect companies and consumers from contingencies such as fuel unavail-
ability, price fiuctuations, and changes in regulatory practices. It also helps ensure stability and rehability in
eflectricity supply. Finally, our reliance upon abundant, North American sources of energy to generate electric-
ity strengthens national security.

The fuels used to generate electricity...

Centain fuels in the electricity generation mix are better suited than others for particular applications. Typically,
companies use coal-based, hydropower, nuclear, and, to a fesser extent, natural gas plants to meet “base load”
electricity demand because these plants are more cost-effective and most efficient when run at full outputon a
continuous basts. On the other hand, pumped storage hydropower, natural gas, and oil-based units may be
stopped and started quickly, making them ideal fuel sources during peak periods——the hours of the day when’
demand hits fits highest levels. -

No individual fuel is capable of providing the energy required to meet all of our nation’s electricity demands.
Rather, a variety of fuels—as well as increasingly more cost-effective and efficient ways to use, and conserve,
energy—are needed. Indeed, different regions of our country rely upon different generation mixes, depending
upon the availability and costs of fuels within those regions. For example, hydropower use is prevalentin the
Pacific Northwest, natural gas in the Southwest, and coal in the Midwest. By maintaining these fuel options,
consumers are provided with affordable and reliable supplies of electricity.
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Here’s a fook at the fuels in our current generation mix;

i~ ©oal isanabundant domestic resource. Recoverable U.S. coal resources total more than 296 billion
tons — enough to last over 300 years at current levels of use. Coal is among the cheapest energy options
available. Widespread availability and reliable transportation systems make the use of coal common in
many areas throughout the U.S.

81

Nuclear energy uses asecure fuel source {enriched uranium). In the U.S,, 31 states have-
operating nuclear reactors. Nuclear energy offers important environmental benefits, allowing utilities to
produce electricity with little or no air emissions, inciuding carbon dioxide {CO;). Use of nuclear energy is
especially dominant in the northeastern portion of the U.S.

™

Natural gas hasbecome the primary fuel used to power new electricity generating plants. 0f the
fossil fuels, natural gas produces less CO, than coal or oil and smaller amounts of nitrogen oxide (NO:). In
addition to electricity generation, natural gas is also used in residential, commercial, and industria}
applications. The Southwest uses the largest percentage of natura! gas to generate electricity.

Hydropower and Other Renewables together produce nearly 11 percent of
U.S. electricity. Hydropower’s operational flexibility—its unique ability to change output quickly—is highty
valued. Hydropower also produces no greenhouse gases or other air poliutants. The Pacific Northwest
relies on hydroelectric power for 3 large percentage of its electricity needs.

Using non-hydropower renewable energy sources, such as solar power, wind,
geothermal, and biomass, to generate electricity produces minimal environmental imp'act Certain renew-
able resources (wind and solar} represent inexhaustible, though intermittent, supplies of energy. These
sources of energy currently supply fess than one percent of U.S. electricity.

Oil-based electricity generation offers many advantages as a.ﬁeaking fuel. Oil's use, though, has
declined steadily over the last two decades, decreasing by almost two-thirds since 1978. The Northeast
and Alaska use the largest amounts of oil to generate electricity.

Public policies can restrict
fuel generation options.

The mix of fuels used to generate electricity has shifted dramaticalty over the past 20 years. Changesin
government policies and regulatory practices have influenced many of these shifts. For example, in the late-
1970's—during the midst of a worldwide oil embargo—hnew utility plants were prohibited from using natural

" gas or petroleum products to generate electricity. Instead, to meet demand, decisions were made to build
more coal-based plants. Today, natural gas is re-emerging as the fuel of choice for new electricity generation.

Recent events—such as electricity price spikes, volatile foreign crude ail prices, higher gasoline prices, and
rising natural gas and home heating oil prices—underscore that Amarica is facing yet another energy chal-
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lenge. As a result, changes in government policies are again likely. When addressing these new energy
challenges, policymakers and regulators are asked to consider the following:

.. Coal-based generators face a variety of environmental regulations aimed at reducing power plant air
emissions. These include at least eleven regulatory programs affecting NO, controls and eight programs
aflecting sulfur dioxide {S0,)} emissions. In December 2000, the U.S. EPA issued a determination to regulate
mercury emissions by 2004. EPA's proposed regulations to further restrict coal-based emissions can be
duplicative, contradictory, complex, and unnecessarily costly, and create enormous uncertainty.
Nuclear powers future in the U.S. remains uncertain despite its advantages as a source of electric-
ity free of air emissions. High initial construction costs, operating and maintenance expenses, long lead
times, and regulatory uncertainty for new plants restrict the utilization of this generation option. In addi-
tion, unresolved gquestions about how to dispose of low-level nuclear waste and spent fuel (high-level
radioactive waste} from nuclear power plants constrain further utilization of this fuel source. Currently,
spent fuel is being stored on-site at nuclear energy plants around the nation. Legislation to establish a
permanent high-level waste storage facility has not been enacted.

Natural gas isfacing rapidly escalating demand both from the electricity sector and traditional
end-use residential, commercial, and industrial customers. Regulatory policies—including siting and -
drilling limitations, delays in gaining rights-of-way for delivery systems, and restrictions on access to
natural gas supplies on pubiic lands—constrain natural gas supply and delivery.

Hydropower projects, while not emitting air pollutants, have become a source of controversy with
certain recreational users and environmental organizations. Owners and operators of hydropower projects
face a federal relicensing process that has become very costly, time-consuming, and uncertain. Relicensing
typically requires eight to ten years to complete, and federal legisiation to streamline the relicensing process
has been delayed. By 2010, 228 hydropower projects—accounting for nearly 13,000 megawatts of hydro
capacity—will face relicensing. Federal legislation to streamline the relicensing process has beea intro-
duced but not enacted into law.

Many non-hydropower renewable energy projects face the same siting .
hurdles encountered by other electricity generation facilities. Also, the costs for generating electricity
from cenain renewables remain high relative to other available fueis. Unlike most other fuels, many
renewable energy sources, such as solar and wind, are intermittent—that is, not available at all times or
not readily available if demand for electricity is required immediately. In addition, geothermal energy for
electricity production is limited to a very few regians around the country. Electricity produced from
biomass resources—unless the biomass is @ waste product (timber, urban, animal, or agricuhural
waste)—will require vast quantities of land to replenish the fuel.

While ongoing research, federal tax incentives, and the development of technologies to utilize renewable

resources have reduced the costs to generate renewable electricity significantly, debate continues over
how bes: to address the higher costs involved in the production of useful energy from renewables.
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FOREWORD

The Alaskan Northwest Natural Gas Transportation Company ("ANNGTC") is
the partnership which holds the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission certificate
of public convenience and necessity to construct, own and operate the Alaska
compdnent of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System (the "Alaska Highway
Project™). Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. ("Foothills”) and TransCanada Pipelines Limited
("TransCanada”) are the two current partners in the ANNGTC. In addition, Foothills
is the sponsor of the Canadian segment of the Alaska Highway Project, and the
majority owner and operator of the Canadian portions of the Eastern and Western
Legs of the Project. Foothills is jointly owned by TransCanada and Westcoast

Energy Ltd.

The corporate mission of Foothills is very specific: to build and operate the
Alaska Highway Project. We were leaders in the Project that was conceived
twenty-five years ago, and we are just as committed to it today.

Given concerns about high energy prices and the adequacy of natural gas
supplies, interest in connecting Alaskan natural gas to markets in North America is
being renewed. Of course, this is not a new issue. It is an issue that has
dominated energy policy debates in the United States and Canada on and off for
the last quarter century. There is much history in this story. Recognition of the
importance of an Alaska gas project to both countries prompted action at the
highest levels of government, including (1) Congressional action, embodied in the
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976; (2) cooperation between the
United States and Canada, as embodied in the 1977 Agreement Applicable to a
Northern Natural Gas Pipeline; (3) Canada’s enactment of the Northern Pipeline
Act; and (4) the selection of the Alaska Highway Project in 1977 as the approved
Alaska natural gas transportation system under these government acts.

During the current debate, questions understandably will arise regarding the
history and context of the Alaska Highway Project. To facilitate the resolution of
these issues, the ANNGTC and its partners will prepare from time to time Issue
Papers that address emerging questions and provide a useful context within which
to conduct the public policy and commercial debates.

Attached is one such Issue Paper. Please feel free to contact us for further
information and/or to discuss the contents of this or other Issue Papers.
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THE SCOPE OF THE ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION
ACT AND ITS CONTINUING AUTHORITY OVER THE DEVELOPMENT AND
CERTIFICATION OF INITIAL TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES TO
TRANSPORT NATURAL GAS FROM THE ALASKA NORTH SLOPE TO
MARKETS IN THE LOWER 48 STATES

L. Introduction and Background

The.abrupt rise in the price of oil and natural gas that began in the late 1990s and
intensified in 2000 and 2001 echoes the energy situation that confronted the nation in the
mid-1970s. Rising natural gas pnces and increased demand for limited continental
natural gas supplies have sparked renewed interest in the completion of the Alaska
Natural Gas Transportation System (“ANGTS"”). The ANGTS was designated by
President Carter in his decision as the nation’s chosen instrument for facilitating the
transpontation of gas from Alaska’s North Slope to domestic markets in the lower 48
states pursuant to unique designation procedures established in the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act of 1976 ("ANGTA™)." Pursuant to the ANGTA, the President's
choice was thereafter approved by Congress.” Since then, it has never been revoked or
rescinded.

Although parts of the ANGTS-the Eastern Leg, running from a point on the
Canadian border near Moncy, Saskatchewan to Dwight, Illinois, and part of the Western
Leg, running from the British Columbia border to California-were constructed and
placed in operation, construction of the Alaska segment of the project was postponed
when energy prices dropped in the late 1970s and early 1980s, rendering the Alaska
portion of the project uneconomic with financing difficult 10 obtain. Due to the delay in
construction of the Alaska segment of the ANGTS until domestic markets could support
the project, it recently has been suggested that the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commussion (“FERC"") might consider alternatives to the ANGTS under section 7 of the
Natural Gas Act (“"NGA™). Section 7 of the NGA generally authorizes the FERC to issue
certificates of public convenience and necessity for the construction or extension of
facilities for the transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce.” The primary
legislative purpose of ANGTA, to assure construction and initial operation of the selected
transportation system, requires the conclusion that the FERC is prohibited from
considening, under section 7 of the NGA, alternative systems to the ANGTS to provide
for the transportation of Alaska North Slope natural gas to the lower 48 states until such
time as that purpose is fulfilled.

' Pub. L. 94586, approved October 22, 1976, 90 Stat. 2003, as amended, 15 U.S.C. §§ 719-7190 (1994).
? Joint Resolution of Congress, H.RJ. 621, Pub. L. No. 95-158, 91 Star. 1268, 95° Cong., 1® Sess. (1977).
T1SUSCE L. '
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1L ANGTA Modified § 7 of the NGA

In enacting the ANGTA, Congress discarded the usual procedures of the NGA
and, in their place, established a unique framework for designating and certifying a
system to transport natural gas from Alaska’s North Slope to the lower 48 states. In the
mid-1970s, the Federal Power Commission (“FPC"), the predecessor to the FERC, was
struggling to choose, under section 7 of the NGA, the best among three mutually
exclusive projects. While agreeing with the FPC that known gas reserves and anticipated
market demand in the lower 48 states would support the financing and construction of
only one transportation systern, Congress recognized that the FPC’s complex procedures
for choosing the most suitable proposal, and the likelihood of judicial challenges 10 the
FPC’s final decision, threatened to increase the cost for, and delay the delivery of, much-
needed North Slope natural gas to Amencan consumers.

In light of the urgent need to meet demand in the lower 48 states and to blunt
nsing energy pnces, Congress enacted the ANGTA. The ANGTA superseded the NGA
process and the then-pending multiple FPC proceedings to certificate a project to
transport Alaska North Slope gas to markets in the lower 48 states. Instead, it
empowered the President, subject to Congressional approval, to choose a single project
under the ANGTA's unique procedures. In addition, the ANGTA set forth vanious
requirements intended to ensure that the system selected would be completed and in
initial operation before any other proposals for moving Alaska natural gas to markets in
the lower 48 states could be considered under the usual provisions of the NGA.

Section 5 of the ANGTA specifically directed the FPC to suspend its pending
comparative proceedings until either the President’s decision took effect following
congressional approval or no such decision took effect (either because Congress withheld
its approval or the President decided not to destgnate a system). Once Congress
approved the President’s Decision, the FPC was then directed to vacate the suspended
proceedings and to issue, in accordance with the President’s Decision, a certificate of
public convenience and necessity for the designated system and its sponsors. Under
section 5, only if the President made no designation, or if the President’s designation
never became effective because it was not approved by Congress, could the centification
of an tmtial Alaska natural gas transportation system thereafier be made under the normal
NGA procedures.

The ANGTA also required expedition and precedence for processing needed
permits and authonzations such as rights-of-way in order to facilitate construction and
initial operation. Specifically, section 9 of the ANGTA provided that no condition in any
certificate or permit related to the construction or initial operation of the approved system
and no amendment or abrogation of any such term or condition could change the basic
nature and general route of the approved system, or otherwise prevent or impair, in any
significant respect, its expeditious construction and initial operation.
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FOREWORD

The Alaskan Northwest Natural Gas Transportation Company ("ANNGTC") is
the partnership which holds the Federal Energy-Regulatory Commission certificate
of public convenience and necessity to construct, own and operate the Alaska
component of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System (the "Alaska Highway
Project™). Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. {"Foothills™) and TransCanada Pipelines Limited
("TransCanada") are the two current partners in the ANNGTC. In addition, Foothills
is the sponsor of the Canadian segment of the Alaska Highway Project, and the
majority owner and operator of the Canadian portions of the Eastern and Western
Legs of the Project. Foothills is jointly owned by TransCanada and Westcoast

Energy Ltd."

The corporate mission of Foothills is very specific: to build and operate the
Alaska Highway Project. We were leaders in the Project that was conceived
iwenty-five years ago, and we are just as committed to it today.

Given concerns about high energy prices and the adequacy of natural gas
supplies, interest in connecting Alaskan natural gas to markets in North America is
being renewed. Of course, this is not a new issue. It is an issue that has
dominated energy policy debates in the United States and Canada on and off for
the last quarter century. There is much history in this story. Recognition of the
importance of an Alaska gas project to both countries prompted action at the
highest levels of government, including {1) Congressional action, embodied in the
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976; {2) cooperation between the
United States and Canada, as embodied in the 1977 Agreement Applicable to a
Northern Natural Gas Pipeline; (3) Canada’s enactment of the Northern Pipeline
Act; and (4) the selection of the Alaska Highway Project in 1977 as the approved
Alaska natural gas transportation system under these government acts.

During the current debate, questions understandably will arise regarding the
history and context of the Alaska Highway Project. To facilitate the resolution of
these issues, the ANNGTC and its partners will prepare from time to time Issue
Papers that address emerging questions and provide a useful context within which
to conduct the public policy and commercial debates.

Attached is one such Issue Paper. Please feel free to contact us for further
information and/or to discuss the contents of this or other Issue Papers.
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AUTHORITY OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION TO
AMEND THE ANNGTC’S CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND
NECESSITY

L Introduction and Background

This paper addresses the extent to which the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC"” or “Commission”’) has the authonty to amend the conditional certificate of public
convenience and necessity authorizing the Alaskan Northwest Natural Gas Transportation
Company ("ANNGTC") to construct and operate the Alaska segment of the natural gas
transportation system approved by Congress under the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act
(*“ANGTA”).! This paper concludes that the statute provides broad authority to add to, amend or
abrogate prior decisions so long as there is not a change to the “basic nature and general route™
of the systern and the change does not compel a significant delay in the construction or initial

operation of the system.

When Congress passed ANGTA in 1976, it recognized that the selection of a system to
transport Alaska gas to the lower 48 states involves “questions of the utmost importance
respecting national energy policy, international relations, national security, and economic and
environmental impact . .. ."* Because of the importance of these issues, Congress decided that
they “‘should appropriately be addressed by the Congress and the President in addition to those
Federal officers and agencies assigned functions under law pertaining to the selection,
construction, and initial operation of such a system.”” The stated purpose of ANGTA “is to
provide the means for making a sound decision as to the selection of a transportation systern for
delivery of Alaska natural gas to the contiguous United States . . . by providing for the
participation of the President and the Congress in the selection process,” and, if a system is
approved under the Act, “to expedite its construction and initial operation . . ..”

II.  Alcan Project Selected as the Approved Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System

A. ANGTA Section S and the FPC’s Recommendation to the President

ANGTA established specific procedures to govemn the application of the Natural Gas
Act and the implementing regulations of the Federal Power Commission (“FPC’") and FERC.
Section 5 of ANGTA gave the FPC approximately six months to consider the competing
applications for authonzation to construct an Alaska gas transportation system, and to submit a
recommendation to the President as to which project, if any, should be selected. Although
Section 5 of ANGTA listed factors that the FPC was to consider in making its recommendation
to the President, it did not prohibit changes in the project as proposed by project sponsors.
ANGTA simply required the Commission to describe “the nature and the route” of the
recommended project. It did not require the Commission to determine each detail of the project.

' Pub. L. 94-586, approved October 22, 1976, 90 Stat. 2903, as amended, 15 U.S.C. §§ 719-7190 (1994).
¥ ANGTA § 2(1) & (4).
Id

“ANGTA § 3.
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In accordance with Section 5 of ANGTA, the FPC submitted its Recommendation to the
President by letter dated May 2, 1977.° The FPC also submitted an extensive report
accompanying its Recommendation that compared three competing proposals: (1) 2 Canadian
Arctic Gas overland project, (i) an El Paso Alaska LNG project, and (i) two altemative projects
proposed by Alcan: the Alcan I 42-inch pipcline project and the Alcan I 48-inch pipeline

project.

The FPC concluded that the President should select an overland route. However, it split
2-2 on which of the two proposed overland routes was superior: the Arctic Gas project (which
would traverse the Mackenzie Delta in Canada, thus allowing immediate access to Mackenzie
gas), or the Alcan II 48-inch pipeline project (which would provide for future access to
Mackenzie gas via a separate project that would connect with the Alcan II projcct).7 The
Commissioners concluded by stating: “In the absence of a Canadian determination that
development and transportation of Mackenzie reserves should be permitted, the Alcan Project
should be approved, subject to the Government of Canada's making the route available on
acceptable terms and conditions.”

While the FPC based its conclusion on “the massive record” compiled in the proceeding,
none of the FPC’s conclusions referenced the specifics of the projects’ proposed design or
required the proposed projects to remain unaltered from those initially proposed by the project
sponsors. The FPC focused on the relative effects of numerous factors on the environmental and
economic impact of each proposal. Moreover, in its Recommendation, the FPC expressly
recognized that “final plans for design and consiruction are not yet developed.™® Accordingly,
the Commission’s Recommendation to the President did not foreclose an amendment to the
ANNGTC's Certificate that would change the design or configuration of the Alcan project as
onginally proposed as long as it does not change the basic nature and general route or
significantly dclay expeditious construction and initial operation.

B. ANGTA Section 7 and the President’s Decision

Afier other jurisdictional agencies submitted to the President their comments on the
FPC’s recommendation, '® Section 7(a)(1) of ANGTA gave the President three months to issue a
decision as to whether a transportation system should be built and, if so, which one. If the
President decided to designate a transportation system for approval by Congress, Section 7(a)(1)
required the decision “to be based on his determination as to which system, if any, best serves

* Federal Power Commission, Recommendation to the President: Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Systems (May
1, 1977) (“FPC Recommendation”).
® In discussing cach project, the FPC addressed matters such as gas reserves and availability, net national economic
benefits, cost of service, expandability, enviroamental impacts, geotechnical problems and reliability, construction
costs and scheduling, and financing and tariffs.
" Transmittal Lefter at 2. The Commissioners® disagrecment appareantly was based on uncertainty regarding
authorizations to be issued by the Canadian Government with respect to the Mackenzie gas.
¥ Id. References in the FPC’s Recommendation to approval of the “Alcan project” refer to the Alcan I 48-inch
;)ipcline project.

FPC Recommendation at 1-38 (emphasis added).
'° See ANGTA § 6.
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the national interest.”"! Section 7(a)(4)(A)«(D) required the President to make four specific
determinations in his decision: .

"

: To “descnibe the nature and route of the system designated for approval ... .";

) To *“designate the person to construct and operate such a system, which person shall be
the applicant . . . which filed for a certificate of public convenience and necessity to

construct and operate such system ... ";

: To “identify those facilities, the construction of which, and the operations, the conduct of
which, shall be encompassed within the term ‘construction and initial operation® for
purposes of defining the scope of the directions contained in section 9 of this Act,” i.e.,
directions to jurisdictional agencies with respect to expediting the construction and initial
operation of the facilities; and

: To identify “those provisions of law . . . which provisions the President finds requires
waiver pursuant to section 8(g) in order to permit expeditious construction and initial
. operation of the transportation system.”

By letter dated September 22, 1977, President Carter forwarded to Congress his Decision
and report in which he sclected the Alcan project as the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation
System (*ANGTS"). In the Overview to his Decision, the President recounted events that led up
to his Decision, most notably, the conditional approval by Canada’s National Energy Board
(“NEB") of the Canadian segments of the Alcan project and the signing of the Agreement on
Principles.”® In fact, the President incorporated the U.S.-Canada Agreement on Principles as
Section 7 of his Decision.'* The President’s conclusion more than twenty-three years ago is

equally applicable today:

A superior project has now been selected as a result of a thorough
decisionmaking process involving all the resources of the Federal
Govemment and a spirited competition between private
alternatives. The nation sorely needs new resources of
economically competitive natural gas. Now is clearly the time to
approve the decision to undertake the final planning and
construction of this cost-cffective system for bringing critical
supplies of Alaska natural gas to U.S. markets."?

"' ANGTA § 7))

12 ANGTA §§ 7(a}(4XA)(D). Section 7(c) also required the President to include in his report a financial analysis
of the transportation system designated for approval, for purposes of determining whether the system could be
Privatcly financed or would require Federal financing authority.

? President’s Decisian at pp. v-vii, . :
" The President observed that the Agreement on Principles “provides the framework for 2 clearly specified,
economically efficient, and environmentally superior means of transporting both U.S. and Canadian gas to markets
through 3 joint pipeline system.™ President’s Decision at vii.

" President’s Decision at xiv.
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Structurally, the President’s Decision mirrors the structure of ANGTA itself. The first four
sections of the President’s Decision correspond to the four conclusions required of the President

by ANGTA Sections 7(a)(4)(A)-(D).

1. Section 2 of the President’s Decision: The Nature and General Route of the
Approved System

To comply with Section 7(a)(4)(A) of ANGTA, Section 2 of the President’s Decision
described the “Nature And Route Of The Approved System.” The general, two-paragraph
description of the approved system in Section 2 describes the “basic nature” of the approved
transportation system and the remainder of Section 2 describes the “general route™ of the
ANGTS for purposes of implementing the various procedures specified in Section 9 of the Act.

Section 2 descnibed the nature of the system in two short paragraphs:

The Alcan system is an overland pipeline system to transport

- natural gas from the Prudhoe Bay area of Northem Alaska through
Alaska and Canada into the Midwest and Western sections of the
contiguous United States.

The expected volume of gas to be available initially from the
Prudhoe Bay field is 2.0 to 2.5 billion cubic feet per day (bcfd).
The system descnbed herein is designed to handle this throughput
volume. The capacity of the system could be increased in the
future to accommodate additional volume throughput by
construction of additional facilities.'®

The remainder of Section 2 described in some detail (in thirteen paragraphs and two maps) the
route of the pipeline in Alaska, Canada, and the contiguous United States.

2. Section 3 of the President’s Decision: “Identification of Facilities Included Within
‘Construction and Initial Operation®”

Section 3 of the President’s Decision is titled “Identification of Facilities Included Within
*Construction and Initial Operation.”” It complied with Section 7(a)(4)(C) of ANGTA, which

required the President to:

. .. identify those facilities, the construction of which, and those
operations, the conduct of which, shall be encompassed within the
term “construction and initial operation™ for purposes of defining
the scope of the dircctions contained in section 9 of this Act, taking
into consideration any recommendation of the Commission with
respect thereto . . . !

* President’s Decision at 6 (seference omitied).
" President’s Decision at 6-11.
' ANGTA § 7(a{4)C) (cmphasis added).
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The President stated that Section 3 of his Decision “identifies the facilities for the Alcan
project which will be entitled to the expedited authonzation process prescribed in Section 9 of
ANGTA"'? - for example, pipeline diameter, the length of pipeline segments, and the location
and horsepower of compressor stations.

In the General Project Description subsection, the President indicated that the facilities
described in Alcan’s March 8, 1977 filing, as well as any modifications in those facilities
required by the Agreement on Principles, would be accorded Section 9°s expedited procedures.
Both Alcan’s March 8, 1977 filing and the Agreement on Principles recognized that significant
changes would be made in the project after it was selected by the President and approved by

Congress.

Thus, Section 3 of the Decision is distinguishable from the description of the “basic
nature and general route” of the approved pipeline system as set forth in Section 2. Section 3
responds to the requirements of ANGTA Section 7(a)(4)(C) and identifies facilities to be
afforded expedited regulatory review in accordance with Section 9 of ANGTA. Section 3 of the
Decision neither dictates the design or configuration of the facilities identified therein, nor
prohibits the Commission from modifying or adding additional facilities under the expedited
procedures of Section 9 of ANGTA.

C. ANGTA Section 8: Congress Approves the Alcan Project

On November 2, 1977,% Congress issued a joint resolution adopting the President’s
Decision and the President signed the Joint Resolution into law on November 8, 1977. Today,
the Alcan project remains the “approved transportation system” for purposes of Section 9 of
ANGTA.

D. ANGTA Section 9: FERC Issues Certificate

By order issued December 16, 1977, the Commission issued conditional certificates of
public convenience and necessity to the project sponsors under Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act
and ANGTA.?' Inits order, the Commission noted that its action issuing conditional certificates
under ANGTA “are ministerial actions which the Commission must perform without any
exercise of administrative judgment or discretion.”?? The Commission expressly noted the need
for further data before it could take final action, stating, “the Alcan Pipeline Project is at too
incipient a stage to warrant Commission acceptance of applications of permanent certificates of
public convenience and necessity.” The Commission further stated that it viewed its action “as a
step which initiates the detailed process of final certification.”?

The Commussion expressly listed matters that would require *substantial inquiry,” such
as “gas reserves and deliverability, . . . wellhead price . . ., financial plan . . ., shippers’ taniffs . .

¥ President’s Decision at 13. ;

¥ Jaint Resolution of Congress, HR.J. 621, Pub. L. No. 95-158, 91 Stat. 1268, 95® Cong., 1% Sess. (1977).
1 | FERC § 61,248 (1977).

2 td at61,641.

B .
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., pipe selection (choice of diameter and pressure), and size and volume of the Eastern and
Western Legs."24 Accordingly, neither the Commis_sion's order nor the conditional Certificate
limited the project sponsors’ ability to modify aspects of the design, facilities, financing plans
and/or tariffs.

I1II.  ANGTA Section 9 and FERC Authorization to Amend the ANNGTC Certificate

Section 9 of ANGTA is addressed to 2ll federal officers and agencies — including the
FERC - that issue certificates, rights-of-way, permits, leases or other authorizations required for
“the taking of any action which is necessary or related to the construction and initial operation of
the approved project.” Section 9(a) directs the covered federal officers and agencies to “issue or
grant such certificates . . . and other authonzations™ required for the construction and initial
operation of the ANGTS *“at the earliest practicable date™ and to the “fullest extent” permitted by
law. Moreover, Section 9(b) directs the covered federal officers and agencies to expedite “all
actions . . . with respect to its consideration of applications or requests” for such authonzations,
giving them “precedence over any similar applications or requests . . . ."”

With respect to certificates or other authonizations already issued to the ANNGTC,
Section 9(d) expressly authorizes the issuing agencies or officers to “add to, amend or abrogate
any term or condition included in such certificate . . . or other authorization . .. ." However,
such entities including the Commission, “shall have no authority to take such action if the terms
and conditions to 'be added, or as amended, would compel a change in the basic nature and
general route of the approved transportation system or would otherwise prevent or impair in any
significant respect the expeditious construction and initial operation of such transportation
system,” unless such terms and conditions are required by law. (Emphasis added).

Under Section 9, therefore, the FERC must approve the ANNGTC’s Certificate
amendment to the fullest extent otherwise permitted by law, must expedite any action related to
the certificate amendment, and must give that action precedence over any similar application —
unless such action would “compel a change in the basic nature and general route of the [ANGTS]
or would otherwise prevent or impair in any significant respect the expeditious construction and
nitial operation of such transportation system.”

The “basic nature and general route” of the ANGTS, as that term is used in Section 9, is
denved from Section 2 of the President’s Decision. As discussed in part I[I.B.2 above, Section 3
of the President’s Decision identified facilities included in the ANGTA term “‘construction and
initial operation™ for purposes of defining the scope of the directions contained in section 9 of
ANGTA, which provisions include FERC's powers to condition certificates (Section 9(c)) and to
amend certificates (Section 9(d)). Section 2 of the President’s Decision described the “nature
and route™ of the approved system. It summarized the nature of the system as “an overland
pipeline system to transport natural gas from the Prudhoe Bay area of Northermn Alaska through
Alaska and Canada into the Midwest and Western sections of the Contiguous United States.”
This language describes the “basic™ nature of the transportation system approved by the
President. . '

¥ Id. a1 61,642 (emphasis added).
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As required by ANGTA Section 7(a)(4)(C), Section 3 of the President’s Decision .
identified the “facilities” that *“shall be encompassed within the term ‘construction and initial
operation’ for purposes of defining the scope of the directions contained in Section 9" of
ANGTA. (Emphasis added). Thus, Section 3 provided that the scope of Section 9's directions
to federal authorities to expedite agency action would extend to pipelines, compressors, and
metering facilities, as well as the location of operating centers, staging areas, matenal storage
sites, and transportation and communication facilities, and the other facilities described in
_ Section 3. Neither Section 7(a)(4)(C) of ANGTA nor Section 3 of the President’s Decision
restricted the Commission’s authonity to consider changes to those facilities. Rather, Congress
specifically defined that authonty in Section 9(d) of ANGTA.

Further, when Congress approved the President’s proposed Waiver of Law in 1981 to add
the gas conditioning plant to the system, it did so by approving an amendment to Section 2 of the
President’s Decision, not to Section 3. In this regard, the President’s Findings and Proposed
Waiver asked Congress to waive Public Law 95-158 (Congress’ 1976 Joint Resolution
incorporating and approving the President’s Decision) “in the following particulars,” including
“Section 2, Paragraph 3, First Sentence, of the President’s Decision, to include the gas
conditioning plant in the approved transportation system and in the final certificate to be issued
for the system . .. .”%° Section 3 was not amended to include the gas conditioning plant. The
President instead left that process for the FERC to address by amendment under Section 9(d) of

ANGTA.

In approving this Waiver of Law, Congress recognized the importance of the
conditioning plant to the overall system. As stated in the report of one junisdictional committee:

The Commitiee approves this segment of the waiver package
because of the enormous size and capital cost of the facility. To
withhold the gas conditioning plant from inclusion as part of the
system could jeopardize the entire project. It should be noted that
the granting of the waiver will make it eligible for consumer
financing through the early billing commencement provisions of
the waiver, for guarantees that costs will be passed through
shippers to consumer{s], and for other “regulatory certainty”
provisions in the waiver package.’

By amending Section 2 of the President’s Decision to include the conditioning plant, Congress
assured that the plant would be included in the “approved transportation system,” that is, that the
plant would be included in the “basic nature and general route”™ of the ANGTS. Because the
description of “basic nature and general route™ included in Section 2 of the President’s Decision
is what defines that same term as used in Section 9 of ANGTA, the inclusion of the plant in
Section 2 allowed FERC to make an amendment to the certificate using Section 9(d). Moreover,
the FERC's consideration of such amendment under the expedited procedures required under

3 Waivers to Permit Expedited Construction of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System, 97 Cong., 1% Sés..
Housc Document No. 97-100, p. 2 (Oct. 15, 1981) (cmphasis added).

* U.S. House of Representatives Repor, 97-350, part 1, Committce on Interior and Insular Affairs, p- 22 (Nov. 20,
1981).
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Sections 9(a) and (b) of ANGTA would facilitate, not prevent or impair, the expeditious
construction and initial operation of the project. * And that is exactly what FERC did regarding

the conditioning plant.

IV. Changes to the Design of ANGTS Are Authorized Under ANGTA
Section 9 of ANGTA expressly authonizes the FERC to amend the ANNGTC's

Certificate if such amendment would not compel a change in the basic nature or general route of
the system as approved in Section 2 of the President’s Decision. As a general matter, the
modification of facilities specifically described in Section 3 of the President’s Decision would
not necessarily change the basic nature or general route of the approved system. Under ANGTA
Section 9, however, the ANNGTC will have to demonstrate that the kinds of modifications that it
proposes would not compel a change in the basic nature or general route of the approved pipeline
system under Section 2 of the President’s Decision and would therefore be an appropriate
amendment under Section 9(d).

The ANNGTC is currently evaluating technical changes to the ANGTS facilities to
modemize the project to meet today's market conditions, such as with changes to pipeline
diameter and pressure from that proposed in Alcan II. Any modifications proposed by the
ANNGTC will improve the economic efficiency, safety and environmental impact of the
ANGTS. Such changes in the technical design of the pipeline would not amend the *“basic
nature” of the ANGTS described in Section 2 of the President’s Decision, i.e., an overland
pipeline system that transports natural gas from Prudhoe Bay through Alaska and Canada into
the Western and Midwestem sections of the United States, with sufficient capacity to handle the
volumes of gas expected to be available initially from the Prudhoe Bay field, and capable of
expansion to handle additional volumes. Because approval of the pipeline design and
specifications proposed by the ANNGTC would not compel a change in this “basic nature™ of
the approved project, Section 9(d) of ANGTA would expressly authonze the Commission to
amend the ANNGTC’s Certificate accordingly.”’

ANNGTC is mindful of the prohibition in Section 9(d) of an amendment of the
Certificate that would “otherwise prevent or impair in any significant respect the expeditious
construction and operation™ of the ANGTS. To the extent that advanced, more efficient, and
safer pipeline construction technology and operation present new opportunities which must be
field tested, such testing was an integral component of the FPC’s Recommendation and the

T As discussed in Section IV(C)(2)(b) of this memorandum, Section 10 of the Agreement on Principles provided
for a bilateral techpical study group to determine the appropriate diameter and pressure of the ANGTS to efficiently
accommodate Mackenzic gas. The Agreement on Principles is still in effect, the Canadian and Alaskan segments
addressed in Section 10 of the Agreement have not been constructed, and the development and transportation of
Mackenzic reserves is still an issue of concern in Canada. Tt may be pecessary, therefore, to convene a new study
group under Scction 10 of the Agreement to consider the appropriate system design necessary 1o “achieve safety,
reliability and economic efficiency for operation of the Pipeline,” under modern technologies and operating
practices. Under this approach, Section 3 of the President’s Decision expressly would include any resulting
modifications in project design among the facilities covered by the expedited procedures of Section 9 of ANGTA.
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President’s Decision to ensure that ANGTS would consist of modem, efficient, and safe
technologies. The Commission would be authonzed to consider to apply the same public interest
considerations to evaluate changes in reference to today’s marketplace.

Additional changes that the ANNGTC is considering involve technical modifications of
the pipeline configuration, the design of the Alaska Gas Conditioning Facility and improvements
to the Net National Economic Benefit. Such changes will be proposed in a manner consistent
with Section 9 of ANGTA to ensure they do not alter the basic nature and general route of the

approved ANGTS project. -

Changes to the technical nature of the ANGTS have becen an integral part of the ANGTA
process from the beginning. For example, Alcan’s March 8, 1977 filing contemplated that the
original system it proposed would be changed. In addition, the Agreement on Principles
contemplated changes in pipeline size and pressure and directed a technical study group to
address potential modifications to the approved project. The 1981 Waiver of Law also
implemented changes to the ANGTS facilities, and provides an illustrative example of the type
of changes that require amending the basic nature and general route of the ANGTS.

V. Conclusion

Whether the Commission can amend the ANNGTC’s Certificate to approve the
modifications in pipeline design and specifications, pipeline configuration, and conditioning
plant which may be proposed by the ANNGTC under the expedited procedures required by
Section 9 of ANGTA depends on whether such changes modify Section 2 of the President’s
Decision and constitute changes in the “basic nature” or “general route” of the project within the

meaning of Section 9.

The answer to this question is that where the project, as revised, will have the same basic
nature and general route — i.e., it is still an overland pipeline system capable of transporting
natural gas from Prudhoe Bay through Alaska and Canada into the Midwest and Western
sections of the contiguous United States — such changes will be within the expedited review
process of Section 9.

In addition, as reflected repeatedly in the FPC's Recommendation to the President, the
Agrecment on Principles, and the President’s Decision, the design and configuration of the Alcan
Project was far from being finalized at the time the project was approved by the President. As
the example of the AGCF modifications illustrate, it is unreasonable to conclude that Congress
intended to prohibit the Commission from modifying the project’s design and configuration to
achieve a superior system — provided that the basic nature and general route of the system remain
unchanged.

Although neither ANGTA nor the President’s Decision expressly defines the phrase
“basic nature and general route” as used in Section 9, the most credible construction of Sections
2 and 3 of the President’s Decision — when read together with Sections 7 and 9 of ANGTA —
concludes that the broad description of the nature and route of the ANGTS in Section 2 defines
the *“basic nature and general route™ for purposes of Section 9 of ANGTA.
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It is apparent that modifications to the design and configuration of the Alaska segment
currently being contemplated by the ANNGTC are not only related, but necessary, to the
construction and initial operation of the Alaska segment under modern technology, operating
practices, and market conditions.

Moreover, both the U.S. and Canadian governments remain bound by the Agreement on
Principles, which has the force and effect of a treaty between the two nations. The Agreement
obligates both nations to take “all necessary action” to “authonize the construction and operation
of the Pipeline in accordance with the principles set out” in the Agreement.??

The Commission therefore is bound to consider any of ANNGTC’s proposed
modifications that are consistent with Section 2 of the President’s Decision pursuant to the
expedited procedures of ANGTA Section 9. In addition, to the extent necessary, the President is
also bound to take “all necessary action™ to enable the Commission to proceed expeditiously
with the authorizations required for the completion of the ANGTS as required by the Agreement
on Principles which could include a request from the President to the Congress to waive any
provisions of law pursuant to Section 8(g) of ANGTA.

™ Agreement on Principles, § 1.
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Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. / Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline
Project

My name is John Ellwood. Iam Vice President, Engineering and
Operations at Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. (“*Foothills”). We appreciate vour
invitation to discuss the ransportation of Alaska North Slope natural gas 1o
markets in the lower-48 states through the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation' System (“Alaska Highway Prgject”). I understand that your

~ committee wishes to explore with us the current status of our pipeline
project with a particular focus on our permits.

Let me begin by telling you about Foothills. Our company 1s jointly owned
by Westcoast Energy Ltd. (“Westcoast™) and TransCanada PipeLines
Limited. (“TransCanada”), the two major players in the Canadian gas
pipeline business. Our corporate mission is very specific: to build and
operate the Alaska Highway Pipeline Project. We were leaders in the
project that was conceived twenty-five years ago, and we are just as
committed today.

Between Westcoast and TransCanada, we have nearly 100 years of
experience in developing, building and operating gas pipeline projects. We
have been involved with every major Canadian gas pipeline project built in -
the last fifteen years.

Our existing pipeline systems provide access to five of North America’s
largest natural gas markets. Together, these systems have the capability to
move fifteen billion cubic feet per day of gas from Western Canada to the
consuming markets. Canadian gas accounts for almost 20% of all gas
consumed in the United States and all of that gas currently moves through
pipelines owned in whole or in part by TransCanada and Westcoast.

This map shows the existing and planned pipeline network of Westcoast and
TransCanada.

TransCanada, Westcoast and Foothills have developed leading edge gas
pipeline design, construction and operating technology, including expertise
in dense phase designs. We are also well known for our development of
environmentally sound design, construction and operation practices. We
believe that our expertise in northern, remote and difficult terrain gas
pipeline construction and operations is second to none.
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Building and operating pipelines is our core business.

The Alaska Highway Project is the Alaskan gas pipeline project approved in
accordance with the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 1976
(“ANGTA”) in the U.S,, the 1978 Northern Pipeline Act in Canada, and the
1977 Agreement Applicable to a Northem Natural Gas Pipeline between the
two countries (“U.S./Canada Agreement”). The project is shown 1n black
and green on this map. As approved, the Alaska Highway Project is a 4,800-
mile international pipeline project commencing at Prudhoe Bay and
terminating in the Midwest and California market areas. It 1s important to
note that the southern part of this pipeline has been constructed and is in full
operation. The route for this system parallels the Trans Alaska Pipeline
Systemn (“TAPS”) to Fairbanks, where it angles southeast, following the
Alcan Highway to the Alaska-Yukon border with Canada, down through the
Yukon Territory and northern British Columbia, and into Alberta. In
Alberta, the pipeline splits into two legs. The Eastern Leg proceeds
southwest, crossing the U.S.-Canada border at Monchy, Saskatchewan and
terminating near Chicago. The Western Leg proceeds southwest, crossing
the U.S.-Canada border near Kingsgate, British Columbia and terminating at
a point near San Francisco, California.

Foothills and TransCanada are the two remaining partners of the Alaska
Northwest Natural Gas Transportation Company (Alaska Northwest), a
partmership formed to construct and operate the Alaska portion of the Alaska
Highway Project. In addition, Foothills is the Canadian sponsor of the
Alaska Highway Project, and the majonty owner and operator of the
Canadian portions of the Eastern and Western Legs of the Alaska Highway
Project.

Foothills has continuously championed the Alaska Highway Pipeline Project
from the very beginnung.

The Project is back “on the list” of possible solutions to the current North
American concemns about high energy prices and the adequacy of natural gas
supplies. '
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At the outset, there are some basic points that we should delineate:

- e It is important to remember that this pipeline crosses the termtory of two
countries with different regulatory and political regimes.

o The Project has a long history, which adds unique atmbutes. The permuts
which have been issued are a product of this history and to understand
the former requires an appreciation of the latter. Significantly, ANGTA
in the U.S. and the Northemn Pipeline Act in Canada create expedited
procedures for completing the chosen system, the Alaska Highway

Project.

e The pipeline permitting process can be very ime consuming. In addition
to the substantial work already completed on both the Alaskan and
Canadian portions of the Alaska Highway Project, the special legislative
and regulatory procedures in place in the U.S. and Canada will assist in
expediting the construction and initial operation of the Project and
keeping unnecessary delays to a minimum.

Historical Background

As 1indicated, there are important historical dimensions associated with this
project. We might focus on the time frame 1976-1982. Onginally there were
three competing Alaskan natural gas pipelines proposed. As shown on this
map two of the projects were overland pipelines through Alaska and Canada.
The third project would have transported gas by pipeline to tidewater,
following the route of the“TAPS” pipeline, where the gas would be liquefied
and transported to California by liquefied natural gas (“LNG™) tankers.

The U.S Congress enacted the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of
1976 with a purpose to provide an expedited process with respect to the
selection of a single transportation system for the delivery of Alaska natural
gas to the lower forty-eight states and to expedite construction and initial
operation of the chosen transportation system.

PRS-

With respect to the transportation of Alaska North Slope gas to markets in
the lower 48 states, ANGTA superseded the usual Natural Gas Act (“NGA™)
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process for granting Federal regulatory authonzaton to construct and
operate a pipeline. ANGTA assigned the responsibility for the overall
Alaska pipeline agenda to the President and Congress. Much the same
approach was followed in Canada, where the Government took an active
role in the decision regarding the Alaska natural gas pipeline. The reason
for the creation of this extraordinary authority was that the governments
wanted to expedite a cumbersome regulatory.approval process in order to
move more quickl\ to a solution.

Prior to 1978, a Canadian Board of Inquiry (The Berger Inquiry) examined a
proposal to move Alaska gas across the North Slope and along the
Mackenzie Valley. At the same time the National Energy Board (“NEB™)
held a hearing to determine which of the two overland pipeline routes was
acceptable to Canada. Both processes rejected the North Slope route
(pnimanly for environmental reasons) and the NEB recommended the
Alaska Highway (Alaska Highway Project) option, being promoted by
Foothills. The Berger Inquiry recommended that no pipeline should be built
along the Mackenzie Valley for at least a decade and that a pipeline across
the northern Yukon should never be built.

During this same period of time the Federal Power Commission (later to
become the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) came to a
split decision on the question of which route should be selected.

Following the enactment of the ANGTA, the President selected the Alaska
Highway route and the Alaska Highway Project with his Decision and
Report to Congress on the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System
(“President’s Decision™ or “Decision™).

In 1977 just pnor to the President issuing his Decision, the U.S. and Canada
signed the U.S./Canada Agreement. This agreement or treaty, estabhished
the route, chose the companies who would build and operate the system,
established tolling principles, and set the terms and principles to be followed
in facilitating the construction and operation of the Alaska Highway Project
pipeline. The President’s Decision reflected the U.S./Canada Agreement.
The Decision and the Agreement were subsequently approved by the U.S.
Congress.
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In 1978 Canadian Parliament enacted the Northern Pipeline Act. The Act
1) incorporated all of the terms of the U.S./Canada Agreement

2) issued statutory certificates of public convenience and necessity to
the respective subsidiaries of Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd.,

3) created the Northern Pipeline Agency to “ facilitate the efficient and
expeditious planning and construction: of e pipeline

4) established the methodology and rules for setting the Canadian tolls
and tanffs for the pipeline

5) selected the route for the pipeline across Canada and

6) established Terms and Conditions respecting the socio-economic,
environmental, construction and operations matters.

The complete Alaska Highway Project 1s shown on the attached map.

The President’s Decision designated Alcan Pipeline, a subsidiary of
Ncrthwest Pipeline Company (Northwest), as the party who would construct
and operate the Alaska pipeline segment of the Alaska Highway Project.
This authority was later assigned to Alaska Northwest, a partnership
assembled by Northwest. At one time Alaska Northwest consisted of eleven
(11) parmers, all subsidianes of U.S. or Canadian pipeline companies.

Given the magnitude of the pipeline undertaking Alaska Northwest sought to
recruit the North Slope Producers to join the project and assist the financing
of the pipeline. The Producers expressed a willingness to join but were

restncted by the President’s Decision that disallowed the producers taking
an equity position in the pipeline. In 1981, President Reagan submitted and
Congress approved a Waiver of Law package allowing producer
participation and including 1n the project, the North Slope gas conditioning
facility.

In 1980, before the Waiver of Law was passed, Alaska Northwest and the
Alaska Producers entered into a Cooperation Agreement providing for joint
funding of the design and engineering of the Alaska Highway pipeline and
the gas conditioning facility. Following the approval of the Waiver of Law,
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the scope of the Cooperation Agreement was expanded to encompass efforts
to achieve the remaining regulatory approvals and to jointly pursue
financing arrangements. The two sides anticipated that affihiates of the
Producers would join the Alaska Northwest Parmership.

Design, engineenng, environmental, financing and regulatory work
proceeded along parallel tracks in Alaska and in Canada dunng this period
of time. .

As world wide energy supply and demand came back into balance and the
“energy crisis” eased, the focus of the pipeline shifted to the pre-building of
the southern portions of the Alaska Highway Project. There was a
disagreement between Canada and the United States over this issue,
primanly as it related to the export of Canadian natural gas to the U.S.
market.

The Canadian Government was unwilling to authorize the Pre-build or the
gas exports without further assurance from the United States that the entire
Alaska Highway Project, including the Alaska segment, would eventually be
completed. This assurance was forthcoming in a letter from President Carter
to Prime Minister Trudeau, along with a Congressional resolution. As a
result the southern Pre-build pipeline section was completed by 1982. This
involved constructing 650 miles of 36 and 42 inch pipeline from Caroline,
Alberta to Monchy and Kingsgate on the US border. The Pre-build and
subsequent expansions were constructed pursuant to the Northern Pipeline
Act and it’s regulatory regime managed by the Northern Pipeline Agency.

When the Pre-build construction began it was widely anticipated that North
Amencan natural gas demand would quickly resume its upward trend.
However the market did not recover as anticipated and demobilization of the
Alaska Highway Project soon began.

In order to remobilize, we will be required to make modifications and
enhancements 10 various elements of the Alaska Highway Project regime.
Pipeline designs will have to be modified so that that the Project can respond
to capacity and gas quality requirements of the shippers. We will have to
incorporate the latest technology and techniques necessary to ensure that the
maximum environmental protection measures are in place. We do not expect
any difficulty in introducing these revisions which are so obviously of
benefit to all parties.
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Recently other parties have raised issues related to payments that might be
due to withdrawn partners pursuant to the Alaska Northwest Partnership
Agreement. We are confident that if any return of the withdrawn parmers’
original investment is required it can be resolved within the context of an
economically viable project.

Clearly there is a lot of work still to be done. It is very important to
understand is that the advantages that come with the unique ANGTA and
NPA regulatory regimes far outweigh the alternative of starting from
scratch. Using the existing statutes and treaty we can assist in having Alaska
natural gas into the U.S. market sooner, with competitive transportation
costs and at the same time reducing project nsks for all stakeholders.

In our capacity as the managing partner of Alaska Northwest we have
maintained the Alaska Highway Project in good standing. We have kept the
project alive to ensure that the advantages and benefits of the Project could
be used in remobilization plans to expedite construction of the pipeline. We
particularly wished to preserve what we see as the “special and unique fast
rack” regulatory reqime.

Foothills and its shareholders have ex;}cnded time and effort to keep the
permits current and to optimize the project design. We do not intend to quit
the field now that success is within sight.

The Alaska Permits - Federal

A substantial amount of work has been completed by the Alaska Highway
Project sponsors to date. Before discussing the specific permits held by
Alaska Northwest 1t is important to better understand the unique regulatory
and legislative framework under which these permits were issued, namely
ANGTA.

ANGTA and the President’s Decision remain in effect and can be terminated
only by another act of Congress. ANGTA does not create a perpetual
prionity for the Alaska Highway Project. Rather, it establishes a priority
designed to ensure that the Alaska Highway Project will be completed and
begin initial operation in accordance with the decision of the President and
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Congress. Once the Alaska Highway Project is in operation additional
projects may be considered under the Natural Gas Act.

In implementing this prnionity, ANGTA requires that Federal agencies and
officers expedite and 1ssue “at the earliest practicable date™ all permits and
authorizations required by the Alaska Highway Project. In addition,
ANGTA provides that applications and requests with respect to permits and
authorizations required by the approved system “shall take precedence” over
any similar applications and requests. Furthermore, ANGTA limits the
discretion of Federal agencies and officers to include in certficates and
permits for the Alaska Highway Project any conditions that would obstruct
the system’s expeditious construction and initial operation.

Asrequired by ANGTA, the FERC in 1977 expeditiously issued a.
conditional certificate of public convenience and necessity for the Alaska
Highway Project. That certificate contains no expiration date and 1s still in
effect today.

In addition, Alaska Northwest holds a federal right-of-way grant issued in
1980 by the Department of Intenor’s Bureau of Land Management. That
grant does not expire until December 2010, and may be renewed at the
request of Alaska Northwest.

Furthermore, Alaska Northwest holds two recently extended Clean Water
Act wetlands permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers in coordination
with many other agencies. Those permits were extended through September
of 2007.

While these vanous federal permits were issued some time ago, they all are
valid today. Indeed, nothing in ANGTA or in the certificates and
authonzations 1ssued for the Alaska Highway Project thereunder provides
for the expiration of the chosen system’s priority because completion of the
Alaska segment was postponed until the U.S. domestic market could support
~1t. Rather, the Alaska portion of the Alaska Highway Project has been held
in reserve until the need for additional natural gas arises in the Lower 48
states is such that this section can be completed. As sponsors we have
actively protected the preserved Alaska segment by maintaining all
necessary certificates and permits and actively overseeing the rights-of-way. |
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We recognize that these certificates and permits need to be “updated” to
capture changes in technology, markets and environmental requirements.
We will do such updating, and it can be done wathin the ANGTA
framework. To that end, a couple of additional points need to be
emphasized before I move on to the State permuts.

e First, ANGTA clearly envisions and provides for the ability to condition
and to amend these permits. These powers are subject only to the
limitation prohibiting changes in the “basic nature and general route” and
actions that will “otherwise” prevent or impair in any significant respect
the expeditious construction and initial operation of the Alaska Highway
Project.

e Second, the Alaska Highway Project sponsors’ requests for both new
permits and amendments to existing permits must be given priority under
ANGTA. This pnionty translates into a timing advantage for the Alaska
Highway Project.

e Third, the authonty of the Office of Federal Inspector, as transferred to
the Secretary of Energy, also continues in effect today to expedite and
coordinate federal permitting, enforcement of permit conditions, and
facihitation and oversight of the construction and initial operation of the:
U.S. portion of the Alaska Highway Project.

o Fourth, ANGTA also provides for expedited and limited judicial review
of actions taken by Federal agencies and officers.

e Finally, the Alaska Northwest Partnership is well along in permitting the
Alaska Highway Project.

The Alaska Permits — State of Alaska

On the state side, Alaska Northwest has a pending State of Alaska right-of-
way lease application. Recently, we have initiated discussions with the State
officials regarding perfecting and processing the pending application. Also
at the state level, Alaska Northwest holds certificates of reasonable
assurances 1ssued pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and a
determination of consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act.
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Additional Alaska Permits

While Foothills already holds the major permits necessary to construct the
remainder of the Alaska Highway Project, there are additional permits and

" authorizations that will need to.be obtained. For example, the Alaska
Highway Project sponsors will need to acquire a permit under the Clean Air
Act. However, these additional permits will be procured as the Project
proceeds, and such procurement will not cause a delay in the expeditious
construction of the Alaska Highway Project.

The Canadian Permits
On the Canadian side, Foothills holds two umque certificates or permits:

o Certificate of public convenience and necessity.
» Yukon nght-of-way.

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

The certificate of public convenience and necessity (“certificate™) is the
Order issued following a successful hearing before the National Energy
Board (NEB) of a pipeline application. The information that is required to
be filed for heaning purposes is delineated in regulation and includes details
about supply and markets, environmental impact assessment, engineering,
construction and operations plans and details about connecting pipeline
faciliues.

The preparation of the required hearing information generally takes one to
two years to complete and the length of the hearing will be proportional to
the level of controversy surrounding the issues.

Foothills has completed this phase of the process. We have the “certificates”
that ennitle us to build a pipeline, subject only to terms and conditions set out
in'the Alaska Highway Project regime.
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The “certificates” are statutory. They were issued by the Parliament of
Canada when 1t enacted the Northern Pipeline Act and are in keeping with
the principles and intent of the U.S./Canada Agreement.

We acknowledge that the “certificates™ were legislated 20 years ago and that
some have raised questions about their scope and vahdity. Others suggest
that the certificates are dated and accordingly must be reissued. The
“certificates’ are valid. We are on solid legal ground in this regard.

Changes to the pipeline design to accommodate new technical issues and
improvements have previously have been granted by the Northern Pipeline
Agency both at the time of the construction of the oniginal Pre-build
facilities and later during the facility expansion.

However, fundamental changes to the Canadian “certificates” would require
changes to both the legislation and the treaty. For example another project
could not be approved under the Alaska Highway Project regime. Further
the Northern Pipeline Act (incorporating the U'S. /Canada Agreement)
provides that the route for Alaska natural gas will be along the route set forth
in Annex | to the U.S. /Canada Agreement i.e. the Alaska Highway route. In
the face of the provision of the Northem Pipeline Act and the U.S. /Canada
Agreement, a treaty with the force of law, it is difficult to see how the
National Energy Board could entertain applications either for alternative
pipeline routes for delivery of Alaska gas through Canada or applications by
companies other than Foothills following the Foothills highway route for
delivery of Alaska gas through Canada.

Given the above we may well ask what remains to be done before the project
can proceed?

First of all, we do not have a commercial arrangement negotiated with the

Alaska North Slope producers or other shippers. Achieving this commercial |

arrangement 1s our number one priority. We are confident that the mutual
interests of all sides will ultimately lead to satisfactory arrangements.

Following the successful completion of such a commercial agreement, there
are a number of terms and conditions that must be satisfied. These are set
out in the Northern Pipeline Socio-economic and Environmental Terms and
Conditions. Itis our view that the terms and conditions are broad enough to
accommodate modermn environmental, engineering and construction
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practices. In fact, we addressed this issue when we pre-built the southern
portion of the Alaska Highway Project pipeline.

Detailed design and engineenng work also must be completed and approvals
must be obtained from the Northern Pipeline Agency. It is this mechanism
that I referred to when 1 indicated that we had a “fast track” regulatory

Pprocess.
The Yukon Right-of-Way

I will take a few minutes to descnbe the status of our nght-of-way through
the Yukon. Foothills has been granted an easement in the Yukon. The
current term of the easement 1s September 2012 and provisions are in place
to renew the easement for a further term of 24 years. It is important to note
that the easement is protected under the Encumbening Rights provisions of
the Umbrella Final agreement which has been signed by the Government of
Canada, the Government of the Yukon and the Yukon First Nations. The
Final Settlement Agreements that have been negotiated with the Yukon First
Nations contain specific provisions relating to the easement. In addition, the
compressor stations locations and permanent access to the proposed stations
are protected.

What does this mean? From our perspective this translates into certanty of
land tenure and a significant timing advantage. Foothills has developed an
excellent working relationship with the Yukon First Nations over the years
and we are building on that relationship. Like the Canadian “Certificates” the
easements also constitutes an important asset. An asset not easily replicated.

Conclusion

Let me summarize and focus on some of the key points.

Foothills is a company with real pipelines and real customers.

When combined with our shareholders TransCanada and Westcoast, we
transport 20% of all the natural gas consumed in the United States. And we
have the know-how and the where-with-all to build the Alaska Highway
Pipelin